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Introduction
The War on Drugs, as many of us know it, conjures up images of Richard Nixon, or
perhaps the Reagan administration: more specifically, Nancy Reagan and her famous “Just Say
No” campaign. Notorious for its role in the mass incarceration of Black men, as well as for its
imagery linking addiction to violent criminality, the War on Drugs not only criminalized
substance use, but also played a key role in criminalizing pregnancy. Through a combination of
racially-coded rhetoric, anecdotal evidence, and unproven scientific claims, the media
proliferated stories about “crack babies” and the risk of prenatal cocaine exposure -- publishing
images of crying children (most of them Black and brown) and claiming that their mothers’ drug
use had essentially set them up for a life of addiction, developmental disabilities, and criminality.
Although the hysteria around crack cocaine has receded and the “Just Say No” campaign has
long been retired, I argue that the War on Drugs and its depictions of pregnant substance-users
has left a legacy whose damaging reverberations continue to disproportionately impact Black
women today.
In recent years, several scholars have deemed the War on Drugs to be a War on Women
and Drugs,1 as incarceration rates for women in the U.S. have skyrocketed (over eight-fold2)
since the 1980s, with the majority of that growth resulting from drug offenses and policies born
2 “Incarcerated Women and Girls” (The Sentencing Project, November 24, 2020),
www.sentencingproject.org/publications/incarcerated-women-and-girls/.; “Facts about the Over-Incarceration of Women in
the United States,” American Civil Liberties Union, accessed April 22, 2021,
www.aclu.org/other/facts-about-over-incarceration-women-united-states.; Wendy Sawyer, “The Gender Divide: Tracking
Women’s State Prison Growth” (Prison Policy Initiative, January 9, 2018),
www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/women_overtime.html.
1 Stephanie Bush-Baskette, “The War on Drugs and the Incarceration of Mothers,” Journal of Drug Issues 30, no. 4
(October 2000): 919–28, https://doi.org/10.1177/002204260003000414.; Stephanie R. Bush-Baskette, “The War on Drugs
as a War Against Black Women,” in Girls, Women, and Crime: Selected Readings, by Meda Chesney-Lind and Lisa Pasko
(2455 Teller Road, Thousand Oaks California 91320 United States: SAGE Publications, Inc., 2013), 175–84,
http://sk.sagepub.com/books/girls-women-and-crime/n12.xml.; Dianne L. Martin, “Casualties of the Criminal Justice
System: Women and Justice Under the War on Drugs.,” Canadian Journal of Women & the Law 6, no. 2 (1993): 305–27.;
Bernida Reagan, “The War on Drugs: A War against Women,” Berkeley Journal of Gender, Law & Justice 6, no. 2 (2013).
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out of the War on Drugs. A harrowing 2018 graphic 3 illustrates the sheer magnitude of the
incarceration of women in the U.S., where both national and state-level incarceration rates
exceed those of nearly every U.N. member. Within the already-disproportionate incarceration of
U.S. women, Black women are overrepresented, constituting thirty percent of the incarcerated
population, nearly three times their thirteen percent share of the general population.4
The populations targeted by the War on Drugs’ demonization of pregnancy (specifically,
pregnant, low-income substance users who are Black, brown, Indigenous, or other People of
Color) have tremendous overlap with the populations most impacted by mass incarceration.
Further, Black women in the U.S. -- who are deeply penalized by both the criminal justice
system and the War on Drugs -- have a maternal mortality rate over triple that of U.S. white
women,5 and the overall U.S. maternal mortality rate consistently ranks worse than a majority of
economically-similar countries (and more poorly than over fifty countries in the World Health
Organization’s most recent ranking).6 These areas in which the United States performs
exceptionally poorly on a global stage -- maternal mortality and the hyperincarceration of
women -- intersect in the unique context created by the War on Women and Drugs, producing
interlinked outcomes that disproportionately harm vulnerable populations within the U.S. and
constitute an ongoing public health and policy crisis.
This thesis investigates the unique interactions between pregnancy, substance
involvement, and race as they relate to the War on Drugs and the hyperincarceration of women. I
begin by exploring the social, political, and legal grounds upon which the War on Women and
6 Julia Belluz, “We Finally Have a New US Maternal Mortality Estimate. It’s Still Terrible.,” Vox, January 30, 2020,
https://www.vox.com/2020/1/30/21113782/pregnancy-deaths-us-maternal-mortality-rate.
5 “Racial and Ethnic Disparities Continue in Pregnancy-Related Deaths” (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
September 5, 2019), https://www.cdc.gov/media/releases/2019/p0905-racial-ethnic-disparities-pregnancy-deaths.html.
4 “Facts about the Over-Incarceration of Women in the United States.”
3 Prison Policy Initiative, “States of Women’s Incarceration: The Global Context 2018,” accessed April 22, 2021,
https://www.prisonpolicy.org/global/women/2018.html.
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Drugs is waged, as well as how the justice system uniquely treats women. For this exploration, I
will focus on three specific individual characteristics: race, substance involvement,7 and
pregnancy status. With this policy backdrop established, I conduct a series of statistical analyses
using data from the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ 2016 Survey of Prison Inmates (SPI) to examine
if (and how) pregnancy status, drug use, race, and their interactions influence two length of
incarceration outcomes: length of prison sentence and amount of time spent in jail between arrest
and imprisonment. This thesis employs a narrow definition of “race” by comparing Black and
white offenders, using a mutually-exclusive categorization scheme, and defines substance
involvement across several different linear regression model specifications to provide a more
robust analysis than any single definition of addiction or substance-dependency could.
The results of these analyses illustrate how the War on Drugs plays out in disparate
incarceration-length outcomes on the basis of pregnancy status, substance involvement, and race.
The statistical findings are then followed by a discussion of their potential public health
implications. The results collectively indicate that pregnancy decreases length of incarceration
outcomes for those offenders who are not substance-involved but not evenhandedly -- benefitting
white pregnant offenders more than their Black counterparts. Similarly, any incarceration length
leniency resulting from pregnancy does not apply uniformly once substance involvement is
factored in: while pregnant, white, substance-involved offenders spend less time incarcerated
than their nonpregnant, non-substance-involved white counterparts, they often received longer
incarceration outcomes than those who were pregnant, white, and not substance-involved. My
statistical analyses reveal similar patterns among Black offenders, but the sentencing disparities
7 Throughout this thesis I will use the term ‘substance involvement’ to communicate that the alleged offender has some
relationship to illicit substances. This does not uniformly refer to addiction, as the phrase ‘substance involvement’ in the
context of this paper refers to a spectrum of substance use and dependency. More specific definitions of
substance-involvement will be referenced in later sections.
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associated with pregnancy and substance involvement are magnified: the results indicate that not
only does substance involvement increase incarceration length among pregnant Black offenders,
but several model specifications demonstrated that Black offenders who are both pregnant and
substance-involved receive harsher sentencing outcomes and more jail time than their
nonpregnant, non-substance-involved Black counterparts. Put another way, any mitigating effects
of pregnancy on incarceration-length outcomes for Black offenders are more than cancelled out
when the pregnant offender is also substance-involved. These findings indicate that, despite a
public departure from its most attention-grabbing components, the War on Drugs has contributed
to a carceral system that disproportionately harms women -- especially Black women -- who are
substance-involved and pregnant. By using a dataset with a population whose arrests mostly fall
within a few years of the 2016 survey collection data, this thesis demonstrates the longevity and
persistence of the War on Drugs and illuminates, through an intersectional perspective, one
mechanism through which this “war” is uniquely waged on women.
The concluding analysis of my results underscores the unique intersections between the
criminal justice and public health crises created by this “war” and implications for the
populations most affected. Lastly, this thesis discusses the dearth of criminal justice and public
health data surrounding pregnancy and incarceration and proposes future research questions and
data collection areas of interest that would critically advance our understanding of the
mechanisms that connect and underlie mass incarceration, maternal mortality, and the War on
Drugs.
Literature Review
A significant body of scholarly research has confirmed that gender, race, their
intersection, and a variety of additional sociodemographic characteristics influence judicial
5
decision-making, sentencing outcomes, and pretrial detention outcomes. There has also been
scholarly research exploring causes for sentencing guideline departures, judicial discretion, and
contextual influences on sentencing. Scholars have identified multiple ways in which public
policy, law enforcement, and the courts have collectively criminalized sexuality, pregnancy,
motherhood, and substance use among pregnant people in a way that disproportionately harms
Black and Indigenous women and other women of color. Finally, there has been research among
legal scholars, sociologists, and reproductive justice advocates on the criminalization of
pregnancy via laws explicitly related to fetal harm. However, none of the existing literature has
provided a comprehensive statistical demonstration of the ways in which pregnancy status
influences sentencing outcomes or time spent in jail between arrest and imprisonment within the
context of criminal charges unrelated to pregnancy. By treating these areas of scholarship as
siloed issues, the existing body of research on pregnancy, substance use, and incarceration stops
short of connecting criminal justice policy with the public health crisis that arises as an
intersectional result (and a continued manifestation) of the War on Drugs.
To understand why pregnancy status might influence judicial decision-making and
sentencing outcomes, it is important to review those areas of scholarship which tangentially
approach the issue before outlining my research plan. In conducting such a review, I will touch
on several topics: 1) the influence of sociodemographic characteristics on sentencing outcomes --
specifically, gender and race; 2) the criminalization of pregnancy and addiction; 3) pregnancy
within U.S. prisons; 4) the crack epidemic and the intersectional experience of being Black, a
woman, pregnant, and a user of a controlled substance; 4) constitutional concerns relating to
privacy, drug use, and pregnancy; and 5) the failures of judicial gatekeeping and expert
6
testimony, as well as the prevalence of bias and personal opinion in sentencing and pretrial-stage
decision-making.
Sentencing Disparities: Gender and Race
There is scholarly consensus that women receive more lenient sentences than their male
counterparts.8 Reviewing relevant literature, Steffensmeier, Kramer and Streifel summarize
publications on gender and sentencing:
Considered together, the studies substantiate the widely held belief that female
defendants receive more lenient treatment (apparently) because of judicial paternalism,
the social costs to children and families of sending women to prison, or the view that
female defendants are less dangerous and more amenable to rehabilitation than male
defendants.9
Studies suggest that “in many instances” the lenient sentencing and “lesser jailing” of female
defendants is justifiable within the law. 10 However, instead of attributing judicial leniency to bias
(including perceptions of female defendants as less dangerous), studies often attribute these
differential outcomes to “legally relevant considerations” or to considerations such as “childcare
responsibilities, physical or mental problems, (and/or) showed remorse.”11
Research on how gender impacts sentencing outcomes has indicated that the effects of
gender are strongest at the first stage of the two-part decision-making process, the decision about
11 Ibid.
10Steffensmeier et al., “Gender and Imprisonment Decisions,” 435.
9 Steffensmeier et al., “Gender and Imprisonment Decisions,” 412.
8 Darrell Steffensmeier, John Kramer, and Cathy Streifel, “Gender and Imprisonment Decisions,” Criminology 31, no. 3
(August 1993): 411–46, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1993.tb01136.x; Ilene H. Nagel and Barry L. Johnson, “The
Role of Gender in a Structured Sentencing System: Equal Treatment, Policy Choices, and the Sentencing of Female
Offenders under the United States Sentencing Guidelines,” The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology (1973-) 85, no.
1 (1994): 181, https://doi.org/10.2307/1144116; Tina L. Freiburger, “The Effects of Gender, Family Status, and Race on
Sentencing Decisions,” Behavioral Sciences & the Law, 2009, 378-395, https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.901; Jeffrey S.
Nowacki, “Gender Equality and Sentencing Outcomes: An Examination of State Courts,” Criminal Justice Policy Review
31, no. 5 (June 2020): 673–95, https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403419840804; Jill K. Doerner and Stephen Demuth, “Gender
and Sentencing in the Federal Courts: Are Women Treated More Leniently?,” Criminal Justice Policy Review 25, no. 2
(March 2014): 242–69, https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403412466877.
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whether to imprison, lessening likelihood of imprisonment, than at the second stage in which
length of imprisonment is determined.12 However, as several scholars note,13 a great deal of the
existing literature on gender and sentencing outcomes fails to accurately account for -- or even
analyze -- race within the studies, effectively examining gender as a uniform characteristic
impacting outcomes. Here, an intersectional lens is critical, as women facing criminal charges
are subject to not just biases related to their gender (which may work to their advantage) but also
to judicial biases related to their racial presentation (which, for non-white women, often works to
their disadvantage).14
With this in mind, Klein and Kress challenge the idea of judicial paternalism being
equally applied to women, instead suggesting that it is unevenly applied across racial categories
such that Black women receive more punitive outcomes than white women.15 Perceptions of
“blameworthiness” and “dangerousness” tend to be disproportionately applied to Black,
15 Klein and Kress, “Any Woman’s Blues,” 34–49.
14 Doerner and Demuth, “The Independent and Joint Effects of Race/Ethnicity, Gender, and Age on Sentencing Outcomes,”
1–27.; Dianne L. Martin, “Casualties of the Criminal Justice System.”; Brian D. Johnson, “Contextual Disparities in
Guidelines Departures: Courtroom Social Contexts, Guidelines Compliance, and Extralegal Disparities in Criminal
Sentencing,” Criminology 43, no. 3 (August 2005): 761–96, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0011-1348.2005.00023.x.; Dorothy
E. Roberts, “Punishing Drug Addicts Who Have Babies: Women of Color, Equality, and the Right of Privacy,” Harvard
Law Review 104, no. 7 (May 1991): 1419–82.; Freiburger, “The Effects of Gender, Family Status, and Race on Sentencing
Decisions,” 378–95.; Spohn et al., “The Impact of the Ethnicity and Gender of Defendants on the Decision to Reject or
Dismiss Felony Charges,” 175–92.; Lynn M Paltrow, “The War on Drugs and the War on Abortion: Some Initial Thoughts
on the Connections, Intersections and Effects,” Reproductive Health Matters 10, no. 19 (January 2002): 162–70,
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0968-8080(02)00013-7.; Matthew S. Crow and Julie C. Kunselman, “Sentencing Female Drug
Offenders: Reexamining Racial and Ethnic Disparities,” Women & Criminal Justice 19, no. 3 (July 10, 2009): 191–216,
https://doi.org/10.1080/08974450903001511.; Dorothy E. Roberts, Killing the Black Body: Race, Reproduction, and the
Meaning of Liberty, 1st ed (New York: Vintage books, 1997).
13 Cassia Spohn, John Gruhl, and Susan Welch, “The Impact of the Ethnicity and Gender of Defendants on the Decision to
Reject or Dismiss Felony Charges,” Criminology 25, no. 1 (February 1987): 175–92,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1987.tb00794.x; Dorie Klein and June Kress, “Any Woman’s Blues: A Critical
Overview of Women, Crime and the Criminal Justice System,” Crime and Social Justice, no. 5 (1976): 34–49.;
Steffensmeier et al., “Gender and Imprisonment Decisions,” 412.
12 Nowacki, “Gender Equality and Sentencing Outcomes,” 689; Steffensmeier et al., “Gender and Imprisonment
Decisions,” 425; Doerner and Demuth, “Gender and Sentencing in the Federal Courts,” 253; Cassia Spohn, How Do
Judges Decide? The Search for Fairness and Justice in Punishment (Los Angeles; London: SAGE, 2009).; Jill K. Doerner
and Stephen Demuth, “The Independent and Joint Effects of Race/Ethnicity, Gender, and Age on Sentencing Outcomes in
U.S. Federal Courts,” Justice Quarterly 27, no. 1 (February 1, 2010): 1–27, https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820902926197.;
Debra A. Curran, “Judicial Discretion and Defendant’s Sex,” Criminology 21, no. 1 (February 1983): 41–58,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1983.tb00250.x.; Celesta A. Albonetti, "An Integration of Theories to Explain Judicial
Discretion," Social Problems 38, no. 2 (May 1991): 247-266.
8
Indigenous, and other defendants who are People of Color.16 Later research reaffirms findings
that “extralegal offender characteristics influence sentencing outcomes through courtroom
actors’ subjective interpretations of dangerousness and risk of recidivism.”17 Further, “because
judges and other courtroom actors make sentencing decisions under time and information
constraints, they are likely to rely on stereotypical patterned responses that tie particular offender
and offense characteristics to assessments of blameworthiness and dangerousness.”18
Klein and Kress19 postulate that the way women are treated within the legal system both
echoes and reinforces existing power and gender dynamics which constrain womens’ roles in
society.20 They further explain that “it is precisely women who are not ‘ladies’ by ruling-class
standards who are likely to be sentenced to prison, and to commit offenses in the first place,
making them vulnerable to arrest.” Racism in the judiciary is illuminated by numerous statistical
reports.21
21 Jeffrey T. Ward, Richard D. Hartley, and Rob Tillyer, “Unpacking Gender and Racial/Ethnic Biases in the Federal
Sentencing of Drug Offenders: A Causal Mediation Approach,” Journal of Criminal Justice 46 (September 2016):
196–206, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2016.05.008.; Jody Armour, “Where Bias Lives in the Criminal Law and Its
Processes: How Judges and Jurors Socially Construct Black Criminals,” American Journal of Criminology 45, no. 1
(Spring 2018): 203–52.; Greg Ridgeway, Ruth A. Moyer, and Shawn D. Bushway, “Sentencing Scorecards: Reducing
Racial Disparities in Prison Sentences at Their Source,” Criminology & Public Policy 19, no. 4 (November 2020):
1113–38, https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12529.; Mona Lynch, “Institutionalizing Bias: The Death Penalty, Federal
Drug Prosecutions, and Mechanisms of Disparate Punishment,” American Journal of Criminal Law, UC Irvine School of
Law Research Paper No. 2014-31, 41, no. 1 (February 1, 2014),
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2387145.; Jeffrey S. Nowacki, “Race, Ethnicity, and Judicial
20 This is in part reflected in the nature of the crimes they commit, their role in the offenses, and the other characteristics
about the individual defendant, and in part reflected in the punishments they receive and how conducive the punishments
are to the continued social and economic constrictions women are expected to remain within in society.
19 Klein and Kress, “Any Woman’s Blues.” 34–49.
18 Johnson, “Contextual Disparities in Guidelines Departures,” 761–96.
17 Albonetti, "An Integration of Theories to Explain Judicial Discretion," 247-266.
16 Johnson, “Contextual Disparities in Guidelines Departures,” 761–96; Steffensmeier et al., “Gender and Imprisonment
Decisions,” 411–46.; Darrell Steffensmeier, Jeffery Ulmer, and John Kramer, “The Interaction of Race, Gender, and Age in
Criminal Sentencing: The Punishment Cost of Being Young, Black, and Male,” Criminology 36, no. 4 (November 1998):
763–98, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1998.tb01265.x.; Darrell Steffensmeier and Stephen Demuth, “Ethnicity and
Sentencing Outcomes in U.S. Federal Courts: Who Is Punished More Harshly?,” American Sociological Review 65, no. 5
(October 2000): 705, https://doi.org/10.2307/2657543.; Jeffery T. Ulmer and Brian Johnson, “Sentencing in Context: A
Multilevel Analysis,” Criminology 42, no. 1 (February 2004): 137–78,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2004.tb00516.x; Doerner and Demuth, “Gender and Sentencing in the Federal
Courts,” 262; Spohn, How Do Judges Decide? The Search for Fairness and Justice in Punishment; Albonetti, "An
Integration of Theories to Explain Judicial Discretion," 247-266.; Freiburger, “The Effects of Gender, Family Status, and
Race on Sentencing Decisions,” 378–95.; Spohn et al., “The Impact of the Ethnicity and Gender of Defendants on the
Decision to Reject or Dismiss Felony Charges,” 175–92.
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The Criminalization of Pregnancy and Addiction
Unfortunately, it is beyond the scope of this thesis to discuss the myriad ways (both
historic and contemporary) in which pregnancy, sexuality, and motherhood are criminalized in
the U.S. The specific criminalization of pregnancy relevant to this thesis concerns the interaction
between pregnancy and substance use. Before examining the policies and systems criminalizing
addiction and substance use during pregnancy, it is important to recognize that the cluster of laws
criminalizing substance abuse in pregnant persons arose from a conjunction of the “crack
epidemic” (discussed in a later section) and the hyper-criminalization of People of Color --
specifically Black Americans.22
To date, no statutes explicitly criminalize the decision to take a pregnancy to term “in
spite of a drug problem.”23 Yet, despite the absence of such laws, pregnant substance users have
been charged with such offenses as “chemical endangerment,” “fetal assault,”24 “fetal abuse,”
and “delivery of drugs to a minor through the umbilical cord,”25 to name a few. States have
enacted laws that allow pregnant persons to be detained for drug use “based on the notion that
25Center for Reproductive Rights, “Punishing Women for Their Behavior During Pregnancy: An Approach That
Undermines Women’s Health and Children’s Interests,” Briefing Paper (Center for Reproductive Rights, September 1,
2000), https://www.reproductiverights.org/sites/default/files/documents/pub_bp_punishingwomen.pdf.
24 Amnesty International, “Criminalizing Pregnancy: Policing Pregnant Women Who Use Drugs in the USA (Executive
Summary)” (Amnesty International, May 1, 2017),
www.amnesty.org/download/Documents/AMR5164352017ENGLISH.pdf.
23 Lynn M. Paltrow and Jeanne Flavin, “Arrests of and Forced Interventions on Pregnant Women in the United States,
1973–2005: Implications for Women’s Legal Status and Public Health,” Journal of Health Politics, Policy and Law 38, no.
2 (April 1, 2013): 299–343, https://doi.org/10.1215/03616878-1966324. 320. Confirmed in: Substance Use During
Pregnancy: State Laws and Policies as of November 1, 2020,” Guttmacher Institute, March 14, 2016, updated November
1, 2020, https://www.guttmacher.org/state-policy/explore/substance-use-during-pregnancy.
22 Krista Stone-Manista, “Protecting Pregnancy Women: A Guide to Successfully Challenging Criminal Child Abuse
Prosecutions of Pregnant Drug Addicts,” Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 99, no. 3 (June 2009): 823–56.
Discretion: The Influence of the United States v. Booker Decision,” Crime & Delinquency 61, no. 10 (December 2015):
1360–85, https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128712470990.; Bryan Holmes and Christopher D’Amato, “Judicial and
Prosecutorial Decision-Making: Assessing the Effects of Race, Gender, and Age on Federal Downward Sentencing
Departures, 2013 – 2016,” Journal of Crime and Justice 43, no. 4 (August 7, 2020): 449–66,
https://doi.org/10.1080/0735648X.2019.1704838.; Jeffrey J. Rachlinski, Sheri Johnson, Andrew J. Wistrich, Chris Guthrie,
“Does Unconscious Racial Bias Affect Trial Judges?,” Cornell Law Faculty Publications, Paper 786, March 2009,
http://scholarship.law.cornell.edu/facpub/786.
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the fetus is an endangered person.”26 Paltrow and Flavin identified hundreds of cases in which
women were prosecuted for allegedly harming their pregnancies and found over four hundred
cases in which pregnancy was “a necessary factor leading to attempted and actual deprivations of
a woman’s physical liberty.”27 While some of these laws were initially created under the guise of
protecting pregnant persons from violence targeted at them/their pregnancies,28 these statutes
(which explicitly differentiate the fetus as a separate party, entitled to separate rights, from the
person gestating the fetus29) have contributed to a “maternal-fetal conflict”30 (which, for the
purpose of this thesis, I will rename a “gestator-fetal conflict” 31). This gestator-fetal conflict
creates a set of pregnancy-specific crimes in which a single body houses both the alleged
perpetrator and victim. Cross highlights an externality created by the codification of the
gestator-fetal conflict: “Female inmates are often wrongly incarcerated because many states do
not have specific legal remedies for substance-using pregnant women.”32
Although this thesis focuses on crimes explicitly unrelated to pregnancy, the precedent
set by laws and cases legitimizing a gestator-fetal conflict (which allows a physician to override
32 JaNeen Cross, “Imprisoning Pregnant and Parenting Women: A Focus on Social Justice, Equal Rights, and Equality,”
Health & Social Work 45, no. 3 (August 1, 2020): 195–201, https://doi.org/10.1093/hsw/hlaa008. 199.
31 Although the phrase “maternal-fetal” is commonly used in existing scholarship, I will be using the phrase “gestator-fetal
conflict” to describe the legal conflict between a pregnant person and the fetus they are pregnant with, as binary language
perpetuates the myth that pregnancy can only occur within the gender binary. Moreover, by reproducing the exclusion of
trans and nonbinary parents from discussions of prenatal health, the “maternal-fetal” nomenclature has the potential to
overlook some of the unique scenarios faced by trans and nonbinary pregnant persons, the intersections of their identity
and pregnancy with the legal system, and with substance use.
30 Kuhlik, Lauren and Sufrin, Carolyn, “Pregnancy, Systematic Disregard and Degradation, and Carceral Institutions.,”
Harvard Law & Policy Review 14, no. 2 (June 1, 2020): 417–66.; Grace Howard, “The Pregnancy Police: Surveillance,
Regulation, and Control.” ; L. Harris, “Rethinking Maternal-Fetal Conflict: Gender and Equality in Perinatal Ethics,”
Obstetrics & Gynecology 96, no. 5 (November 2000): 786–91, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0029-7844(00)01021-8.
29 Laws recognizing the fetus as a separate entity, initially designed under the guise of protecting pregnant persons from
unique harms done to them by others, allow “additional charges to be brought against someone who does harm to a
pregnant person and causes damage to the pregnancy. Instead of being charged with harming just the pregnant person, they
would be charged with harming both the person who is pregnant and with harming the pregnancy itself.” Grace Howard,
“The Pregnancy Police: Surveillance, Regulation, and Control.” 351
28 Grace Howard, “The Pregnancy Police: Surveillance, Regulation, and Control,” Harvard Law & Policy Review 14, no. 2
(Summer 2020): 347–64. 351.
27 Paltrow and Flavin, “Arrests of and Forced Interventions on Pregnant Women in the United States, 1973–2005.”
26 Cynthia Dailard and Elizabeth Nash, “State Responses to Substance Abuse Among Pregnant Women,” Guttmacher
Policy Review 3, no. 6 (December 1, 2000),
www.guttmacher.org/gpr/2000/12/state-responses-substance-abuse-among-pregnant-women.
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the decisions made by a pregnant person in their care based on the physician’s judgment that the
pregnant person’s actions could cause harm to their pregnancy)33 create a legal entry point for the
state to intervene between a pregnant person and their pregnancy. Such interventions, combined
with the infiltration of similar legal reasoning into discourse surrounding the arrests of pregnant
offenders, demonstrate just one of many legacies of the War on Drugs, in which “war images and
the almost intuitive reactions they invoke” were employed to create a falsely dichotomized
“hierarchical competition of needs, and frame the discourse as one of difficult choices” 34
between mother and child, pregnant person and pregnancy, creating “pregnancy
exceptionalism”35 within the justice system. These laws reinforce the notion that the state may
intervene to prosecute one biological entity on behalf of a subcomponent of that entity, without
the input, consent, or knowledge of said subcomponent, and often to its detriment,36 despite there
being essentially no other comparable legal precedent except for forced interventions in the
reproductive decisions of marginalized people.
36 The hypocrisy of the state acting “in the best interest” of the fetus is evidenced by the myriad of ways in which
incarcerating a pregnant person harms both their physical health and the health of their pregnancy. These harms range from
the now-notorious practice of shackling pregnant persons during delivery (which increases the risk of muscle strain during
birth, and makes it extremely difficult for said person to be moved by medical staff in case of an emergency) to the lack of
qualified prenatal (and postnatal) care available in correctional facilities. Additionally, correctional staff who have no
medical training or qualification are ultimately responsible for determining if and when a pregnant inmate is permitted to
receive medical attention regarding their pregnancy (and are also able to restrict the frequency, quality, and continuity of
said medical care). Further, incarcerating pregnant substance users often means they must go through withdrawal without
pharmacologic treatment for addiction (not widely available in correctional facilities) which increases risks of miscarriage,
and as Kuhlik and Sufrin explain in “Pregnancy, Systematic Disregard and Degradation, and Carceral Institutions,” forced
withdrawal “poses significant risks” for both the pregnant substance-dependent person and “their developing fetus.”
35 The term “pregnancy exceptionalism,” coined by Grace Howard in “The Pregnancy Police: Surveillance, Regulation,
and Control,” is “one of many systems of rights deprivations embedded in U.S. law…Pregnancy exceptionalism refers to
standards of rights rather than specific kinds of treatment because, sometimes, differential treatment is necessary if a right
is to be maintained. For example, though shackling is standard during the transport of incarcerated persons, doing so
would pose unique harms to a pregnant person in state custody” (350).
34 Dianne L. Martin, “Casualties of the Criminal Justice System.” 319-320.
33 Linda Tran, “Legal Rights and the Maternal-Fetal Conflict,” The Science Creative Quarterly, no. 1 (May 23, 2005):
15–21.; Neha A. Deshpande and Corrina M. Oxford, “Management of Pregnant Patients Who Refuse Medically Indicated
Cesarean Delivery,” Reviews in Obstetrics & Gynecology 5, no. 3–4 (2012): e144-150.; “Legal Interventions during
Pregnancy. Court-Ordered Medical Treatments and Legal Penalties for Potentially Harmful Behavior by Pregnant
Women,” JAMA 264, no. 20 (November 28, 1990): 2663–70.; Nancy K. Rhoden, “The Judge in the Delivery Room: The
Emergence of Court-Ordered Cesareans,” California Law Review 74, no. 6 (December 1986): 1951–2030.; L. J. Nelson
and N. Milliken, “Compelled Medical Treatment of Pregnant Women. Life, Liberty, and Law in Conflict,” JAMA 259, no.
7 (February 19, 1988): 1060–66.
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As of November 2020, a Guttmacher Institute tally found that “23 states and the District
of Columbia consider substance use during pregnancy to be child abuse under civil child-welfare
statutes, and 3 consider it grounds for civil commitment.”37 Additionally, 25 states and the
District of Columbia “require health care professionals to report suspected prenatal drug use, and
8 states require them to test for prenatal drug exposure if they suspect drug use.”38 These policies
generate structural and automatic connections between pregnant persons using or possessing
controlled substances, law enforcement, and the courts. Specific examples include Alabama,
whose Supreme Court classifies drug use during pregnancy as “chemical endangerment of a
child,” and South Carolina, whose Supreme Court defines a “viable fetus as ‘person’ under the
state's criminal child-endangerment statute… [and] ‘maternal acts endangering or likely to
endanger the life, comfort, or health of a viable fetus’ [as] constitut[ing] criminal child abuse.”39
Minnesota, South Dakota, and Wisconsin all consider drug use during pregnancy grounds for
civil commitment and regard it as child abuse, requiring reporting by health care professionals if
drug use is suspected during pregnancy.40 Under a Missouri child abuse law, a parent is
considered “unfit if the woman tests positive for substances within 8 hours after delivery and she
has previously been convicted of child abuse or neglect or if she failed to complete a drug
treatment program recommended by Child Protective Services.”41
These laws, jarring as they may seem, must be contextualized within the multitude of
legal and de facto mechanisms through which pregnancy is criminalized. As of 2018, the
National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) identified 38 states with fetal homicide laws,





37 “Substance Use During Pregnancy: State Laws and Policies as of November 1, 2020,” Guttmacher Institute.
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gestation/development,” “conception,” “fertilization,” or “post-fertilization.”42 For example,
Alabama Code §13A-6-1 defines “person” in a homicidal context as “a human being, including
an unborn child in utero at any stage of development, regardless of viability” and while
exemptions from criminal liability exist for “mistakes and unintentional error[s] on the part of a
licensed physician or other licensed health care provider or his or her employee or agent or any
person acting on behalf of the patient” as well as for “the injury or death of an unborn child
caused by a crime of domestic violence or rape perpetrated upon [the pregnant person]” and for
legally-permissible abortions, there are no other exemptions for pregnant persons who
intentionally or unintentionally terminate a pregnancy, which, according to this code, begins at
“any stage of development, regardless of viability.”43
Pregnancy within U.S. Prisons
It would not be an overstatement to suggest that the fact that can be most strongly
supported regarding the incarceration of pregnant persons within the U.S. is that we have done
an extremely poor job keeping track of them (and of gathering data regarding their pregnancies).
Sufrin et. al44 conducted the first systematic review of pregnancy outcomes within U.S.
correctional facilities across a twelve-month period, providing data otherwise absent from federal
and state collections. However, this dataset did not include individual characteristics (both
demographic and offense-related) and excluded several states with large prison populations.45
45 Resource limitations prevented Sufrin et al from collecting pregnancy statistics in California, Florida, New York, and 25
other state prison systems in “Pregnancy Outcomes in US Prisons, 2016–2017.”
44 Carolyn Sufrin et al., “Pregnancy Outcomes in US Prisons, 2016–2017,” American Journal of Public Health 109, no. 5
(May 2019): 799–805, https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2019.305006.
43 Alabama Code § 13A-6-1 (2006) retrieved from: alisondb.legislature.state.al.us/alison/codeofalabama/1975/coatoc.htm
42 National Conference of State Legislatures, “State Laws on Fetal Homicide and Penalty-Enhancement for Crimes
Against Pregnant Women,” accessed November 16, 2020, www.ncsl.org/research/health/fetal-homicide-state-laws.aspx.
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While some scholars have reported on prenatal care in prisons,46 I have not been able to locate
comprehensive datasets or analyses of the characteristics of pregnant inmates -- let alone
differences in their length of incarceration (neither sentence length nor jail time). There is not
much in the way of quantitatively-based research on pregnancy-related bias in the judicial
system: while one or two articles have highlighted specific incidents of explicit bias,47 there are
no statistical analyses testing judicial bias in relation to pregnancy status. 48 Even after the
sentencing stage, any data about pregnancy prevalence and outcomes are severely limited by
several factors: for one, there is currently no federally collected/aggregated data on births in
correctional facilities.49 Additionally, studies tracking access to pregnancy care within prisons
have found that “only 37.7% of facilities pregnancy test all upon entry,” with 45.3% relying on
“[a] woman’s self report of pregnancy status and [then] performed tests to confirm.”50 The
combined absence of 1) federal statistics on prison births and 2) data on pregnancy status upon
admission means that -- without specific state/facility level reporting programs -- there is no data
at all, let alone a complete dataset, on pregnancy prevalence for over half of U.S. prisons.
50 Kelsey et al., “An Examination of Care Practices of Pregnant Women Incarcerated in Jail Facilities in the United States.”
49 Sufrin et al., “Pregnancy Outcomes in US Prisons, 2016–2017
48 One study used a limited design with psychology students as participants to examine how juries perceive pregnancy
status of defendants, but did not look at drug-specific charges nor provide information regarding how judges evaluate
pregnancy status. While potentially helpful for examining stage one of the sentencing process (sentence/not sentence), this
provides little insight into stage two—determining the length of sentence. Rachel A. Silverthorn, “Perceptions of Female
Defendants as a Function of Pregnancy Status” (Presentation, EWU Student Research and Creative Works Symposium,
Eastern Washington University, 2019), https://dc.ewu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1015&context=srcw_2019.
47 Barrie L. Becker, “Order in the Court: Challenging Judges Who Incarcerate Pregnant, Substance-Dependent Defendants
to Protect Fetal Health,” Hastings Constitutional Law Quarterly 19, no. 8 (January 1, 1991): 235–59; Lynn M. Paltrow,
“Punishment and Prejudice: Judging Drug-Using Pregnant Women,” in Mother Troubles: Rethinking Contemporary
Maternal Dilemmas, ed. Julia E. Hanigsberg and Sara Ruddick (Boston: Beacon Press, 1999); Lynn M. Paltrow, “Criminal
Prosecutions Against Pregnant Women: National Update and Overview,” Reproductive Freedom Project (American Civil
Liberties Union, April 1992),
https://mk0nationaladvoq87fj.kinstacdn.com/wp-content/uploads/1992/01/1992-State-by-State-Case-Summary.pdf.
46 Jennifer Bronson and Carolyn Sufrin, “Pregnant Women in Prison and Jail Don’t Count: Data Gaps on Maternal Health
and Incarceration,” Public Health Reports 134, no. 1_suppl (May 2019): 57S-62S,
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033354918812088.; Sufrin et al., “Pregnancy Outcomes in US Prisons, 2016–2017.”; C. M.
Kelsey et al., “An Examination of Care Practices of Pregnant Women Incarcerated in Jail Facilities in the United States,”
Maternal and Child Health Journal 21, no. 6 (June 2017): 1260–66, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-016-2224-5.; Wesley
Smithart, “Pregnant in Captivity: Analyzing the Treatment of Pregnant Women in American Prisons and Immigration
Detention Centers,” Alabama Law Review 71, no. 3 (2020): 867–92.
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Further, research has indicated that it is not uncommon for inmates to be unaware of pregnancy
status prior to intake.51 The data that does exist regarding pregnancy prevalence in jails and
prisons does not include individual-level data regarding demographics or offense, nor does it
account for gestational period,52 making it impossible to inductively examine the relationship
between pregnancy and sentencing outcomes. There are no datasets addressing pregnancy at the
sentencing stage.
The Crack Epidemic and the Intersectional Experience of Being Black, a Woman,
Pregnant, and the User of a Controlled Substance
The so-called “crack epidemic” of the 1980s, the accompanying media sensationalization
of crack cocaine usage, and the concomitant hyper-response from law enforcement,
policymakers, and the courts contributed to significant misinformation around and stigmatization
of substance use during pregnancy53 while simultaneously giving rise to laws and court rulings
that criminalized pregnancy in the specific context of addiction and drug usage. Goodwin’s
description of the “era of maternal policing”54 captures the systematic targeting, prosecution, and
criminalization of pregnant persons and the accompanying attack on reproductive autonomy that
rose from a nation transfixed by addiction, race, and socioeconomic status. It is important to
contextualize the laws discussed in the prior section and public opinion about the crack epidemic
54 Michele Goodwin, “Fetal Protection Laws: Moral Panic and the New Constitutional Battlefront,” California Law
Review, UC Irvine School of Law Research Paper No. 2014-48, 102, no. 4 (August 16, 2014): 781–875.
53 David C. Lewis, “Stop Perpetuating the ‘Crack Baby’ Myth.,” Alcoholism & Drug Abuse Weekly 16, no. 35 (September
13, 2004): 5–5.
52 Ibid; Bronson and Sufrin, “Pregnant Women in Prison and Jail Don’t Count.”; Carolyn Sufrin et al., “Pregnancy
Prevalence and Outcomes in U.S. Jails,” Obstetrics & Gynecology 135, no. 5 (May 2020): 1177–83,
https://doi.org/10.1097/AOG.0000000000003834.
51 Sufrin et al., “Pregnancy Outcomes in US Prisons, 2016–2017
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within the United States’s long legacy of criminalizing Black motherhood, which goes back to
the colonial era and enslavement.55
The political, legal, and social response to the rise in crack cocaine usage and the ensuing
War on Drugs was notorious for its discriminatory focus on Black people.56 Similarly, the
criminalization of pregnancy—specifically, substance use during pregnancy—disproportionately
harmed Black women by design. 57 As I will discuss in a later section titled “Judicial
Gatekeeping, Expert Testimony, Bias and Personal Opinion,” courts have repeatedly failed to
objectively and accurately screen for relevant, scientifically-sound evidence and testimony.
Paltrow and Flavin argue that “the willingness to believe that cocaine, and especially crack
cocaine, required uniquely punitive responses was derived in large measure from racist
57 Jeanne Flavin and Lynn M. Paltrow, “Punishing Pregnant Drug-Using Women: Defying Law, Medicine, and Common
Sense,” Journal of Addictive Diseases 29, no. 2 (April 16, 2010): 231–44, https://doi.org/10.1080/10550881003684830.;
Roberts, Killing the Black Body: Race, Reproduction, and the Meaning of Liberty.; Martin, “Casualties of the Criminal
Justice System” 305–27.; Roberts, “Punishing Drug Addicts Who Have Babies,” 1419–82.; Michele Goodwin, “How the
Criminalization of Pregnancy Robs Women of Reproductive Autonomy,” Hastings Center Report 47 (December 2017):
S19–27, https://doi.org/10.1002/hast.791.; Paltrow, “The War on Drugs and the War on Abortion,” 162–70.;
Bush-Baskette, “The War on Drugs as a War Against Black Women.”; Tiffany Simmons, “The Effects of the War on Drugs
on Black Women: From Early Legislation to Incarceration,” American University Journal of Gender, Social Policy & the
Law 26, no. 2 (2018): 719–39.; Bush-Baskette, “The War on Drugs and the Incarceration of Mothers.”; Roberts,
“Unshackling Black Motherhood,” 938–64.; Martinot, “Motherhood and the Invention of Race,” 79–97.; Roberts, “Prison,
Foster Care, and the Systemic Punishment of Black Mothers,” 1474.
56 A direct quote from John Ehrlichman, who was counsel and Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs under
President Richard Nixon: “[The Nixon administration] had two enemies: the antiwar left and [B]lack people. You
understand what I’m saying? We knew we couldn’t make it illegal to be either against the war or [B]lack, but by getting
the public to associate the hippies with marijuana and [B]lacks (sic) with heroin, and then criminalizing both heavily, we
could disrupt those communities. We could arrest their leaders, raid their homes, break up their meetings, and vilify them
night after night on the evening news. Did we know we were lying about the drugs? Of course we did.” Dan Baum,
“Legalize It All: How to Win the War on Drugs,” Harper’s Magazine, April 1, 2016,
https://harpers.org/archive/2016/04/legalize-it-all/.
55 Roberts, Killing the Black Body: Race, Reproduction, and the Meaning of Liberty.; Martin, “Casualties of the Criminal
Justice System” 305–27.; Dorothy Roberts, “Unshackling Black Motherhood,” Penn Law: Legal Scholarship Repository,
1322, 1997, 938–64.; Steven Martinot, “Motherhood and the Invention of Race,” Hypatia 22, no. 2 (2007): 79–97,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1527-2001.2007.tb00983.x.; Dorothy E. Roberts, “Prison, Foster Care, and the Systemic
Punishment of Black Mothers,” UCLA Law Review 59, no. 6 (August 2012): 1474.; Andrea J. Ritchie, Invisible No More:
Police Violence against Black Women and Women of Color (Boston: Beacon Press, 2017).; Kali N. Gross and Cheryl D.
Hicks, “Introduction—Gendering the Carceral State: African American Women, History, and the Criminal Justice
System,” The Journal of African American History 100, no. 3 (June 2015): 357–65,
https://doi.org/10.5323/jafriamerhist.100.3.0357.; Kali. N. Gross, “African American Women, Mass Incarceration, and the
Politics of Protection,” Journal of American History 102, no. 1 (June 1, 2015): 25–33,
https://doi.org/10.1093/jahist/jav226.
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assumptions about African Americans in general and African American mothers in particular.” 58
As Gómez explains, “quite early in the media feeding frenzy over ‘the crack crisis,’ reporters
singled out female crack users -- especially those who were Black or Latina -- as presenting
special concerns” which included implications regarding the hyper-sexuality of women of color
in addition to the implication that “the use of crack cocaine destroyed women’s ‘maternal
instinct.’ Female crack smokers were presented as women willing to do anything to obtain and
use drugs...”59 invoking the routine practices of “mother-blaiming [sic] targeted at Black women
[which] is rooted in the cultural practices that supported the institution of slavery.”60 Martin’s
critical feminist analysis of the War on Drugs underscores the centrality of race, poverty, and
patriarchal power structures to the persistence of this war, which reinforces the devaluation of
motherhood and reproductive autonomy for women of color.
An analysis of over 200 cases spanning 30+ states in which women were “arrested and
criminally charged for their alleged drug use or other actions during pregnancy” found that
“despite the fact that rates of illegal drug use are similar across race and class lines,” the
“majority of women prosecuted have been low-income women of color.” 61 Additionally, Paltrow
and Flavin’s analysis62 of over 400 state actions taken against pregnant women between 1973 and
2005 identified “geographic region” as a significant factor in determining the likelihood of
substance use during pregnancy resulting in criminal charges.63 An especially troubling finding
revealed by their studies was that 30 of the 93 cases brought in South Carolina were initiated by
staff at a single hospital, the result of a hospital-to-prison pipeline in which staff drug-tested
63 Over half of the cases in the study originated in the South, led by South Carolina, Florida and Missouri.
62 Paltrow and Flavin, “Arrests of and Forced Interventions on Pregnant Women in the U.S.”
61 Center for Reproductive Rights, “Punishing Women for Their Behavior During Pregnancy.”
60 Gómez, Misconceiving Mothers. 150.
59 Laura E. Gómez, Misconceiving Mothers: Legislators, Prosecutors, and the Politics of Prenatal Drug Exposure, Gender,
Family, and the Law (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1997). 15.
58 Paltrow and Flavin, “Arrests of and Forced Interventions on Pregnant Women in the United States, 1973–2005.”
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pregnant patients and reported positive results to local law enforcement agencies. Paltrow and
Flavin found race to be a significant factor in every state, with Black women comprising over
half of the cases.64
Roberts described how Black women are uniquely affected by the criminalization of
substance use and pregnancy, “experienc[ing] various forms of oppression simultaneously, as
[the] complex interaction of race, gender, and class that is more than the sum of its parts.”65 It is
this very interaction that demands any analysis of how the courts treat substance use and
pregnancy must be intersectional:
It is impossible to isolate any one of the components of this oppression or to separate the
experiences that are attributable to one component from experiences attributable to the
others. The prosecution of drug-addicted mothers cannot be explained as simply an issue
of gender inequality. Poor black women have been selected for punishment as a result of
an inseparable combination of their gender, race, and economic status. Their devaluation
as mothers, which underlies the prosecutions, has its roots in the unique experience of
slavery and has been perpetuated by complex social forces.66
Constitutional Concerns: Privacy, Drug Use, and Pregnancy
Cases in which criminal charges against a pregnant person have resulted from hospital
personnel reporting drug test results directly to law enforcement (such as the thirty cases initiated
by a single South Carolina hospital between 1973 and 2005, or that of Rachel Lowe, a woman
who was incarcerated in the hospital after seeking addiction treatment under Wisconsin’s
“cocaine mom” law) raise serious concerns about privacy rights. 67 The provision of information
67 Paltrow and Flavin, “Arrests of and Forced Interventions on Pregnant Women in the U.S.”
66 Roberts, “Punishing Drug Addicts Who Have Babies,” 168.
65 Roberts, “Punishing Drug Addicts Who Have Babies,” 168.
64 This racial bias was even stronger when looking at specific geographic regions and states. For example, Florida’s
population base during the data collection period was 81% white and 15% African American, yet “approximately
three-fourths of Florida’s cases were brought against African American women, while only 22 percent were brought
against white women.” In South Carolina, where 68% of the state’s population was white and 30% African American, only
a quarter (25%) of the cases identified were brought against white women, while just under three quarters (74%) were
brought against African American women.
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regarding drug use from medical personnel to law enforcement potentially violates both
constitutional and statutory confidentiality rights,68 as well as violations to due process.69
Although the cases I examined concerned charges directly related to possession of a
controlled substance without explicit additional pregnancy-related charges, the disclosure of a
defendant’s pregnancy status in such cases raises additional constitutional concerns:
“Prosecutions of women for their behavior during pregnancy also implicate the right of privacy,
which includes the right to decide whether to have a child, the right to bodily integrity, and the
‘right to be left alone.’”70
While no state or federal laws provide a legal basis for denying pregnant persons full
constitutional protections, researchers have documented “hundreds of arrests or equivalent
deprivations of liberty, with the majority relying on interpretations and applications of criminal
laws that were never intended to be used to punish women in relationship to their own
pregnancies… [these deprivations] occurred through the use of existing criminal statutes
intended for other purposes.”71 In Whitner v. South Carolina, the South Carolina Supreme Court
upheld the decision to prosecute pregnant women if their prenatal activity had the potential to
harm or endanger the fetus. 72 However, courts in twenty-four other states determined the
prosecution of pregnant persons to be “beyond the intent of the law, and in some cases beyond
federal constitutional limits on state power.”73
73 Lynn M. Paltrow, “Punishment and Prejudice: Judging Drug-Using Pregnant Women.”
72 Tony A. Kordus, “Did South Carolina Really Protect the Fetus by Imposing Criminal Sanctions on a Woman for
Ingesting Cocaine During Her Pregnancy in Whitner v. State, No. 24468, 1996 WL 393164 (S.C. July 15, 1996),”
Nebraska Law Review 72, no. 2 (1997): 319–51.
71 Paltrow and Flavin, “Arrests of and Forced Interventions on Pregnant Women in the U.S.,”
70 Center for Reproductive Rights, “Punishing Women for Their Behavior During Pregnancy,” citing Olmstead v. United
States, 277 U.S. 438, 478 (1928) (Brandeis, J., dissenting). and also Planned Parenthood v. Casey, 112 S. Ct. 2791 (1992)
69 Stone-Manista, “Protecting Pregnancy Women: A Guide to Successfully Challenging Criminal Child Abuse
Prosecutions of Pregnant Drug Addicts.”
68 Center for Reproductive Rights, “Punishing Women for Their Behavior During Pregnancy.”
20
Judicial Gatekeeping, Expert Testimony, Bias and Personal Opinion In Sentencing and
Pretrial Stage Decision-Making
Additionally troubling is the lack of adequate scientific, medical, constitutional, or legal
grounds upon which pregnant women are criminalized. A significant body of research has
demonstrated that rules of admissibility regarding scientific evidence and expert testimony
regularly fail to prevent biased, false, or unreliable information from being used in court, ranging
from to wrongfully convicting offenders74 to inaccurately establishing causal links between a
pregnant person’s actions (or inactions) and their consequences.75 Paltrow and Flavin’s analysis
of state actions against pregnant women found that “although deprivations of women’s liberty
are often justified as mechanisms for protecting children from harm… in a majority of cases the
arrest or other action taken was not dependent on evidence of actual harm to the fetus or
newborn.”76
The pattern in which judgments are made about the guilt and criminality of the pregnant
person in the absence of both criminal intent and satisfactory evidence of criminal behavior
signals the strong potential for sentencing decisions to be affected by pregnancy status, even in
the absence of pregnancy-specific charges. Perhaps even more shocking than failing to
thoroughly screen for medically inaccurate or irrelevant evidence, some judges have openly
conveyed their blatant failure to comprehend the science of addiction, such as in State v.
Crawley, in which Judge Frank Eppes stated “I'm sick and tired of these girls having these
bastard babies on crack cocaine and until they change the law, the law they gave me, it said I
76 Paltrow and Flavin, “Arrests of and Forced Interventions on Pregnant Women in the U.S.”
75 Lynn Paltrow and Katherine Jack, “Pregnant Women, Junk Science, and Zealous Defense.,” The Champion, May 2010,
https://www.hivlawandpolicy.org/sites/default/files/Pregnant%20women%20junk%20science%20and%20zealous%20defe
nse.pdf.; Paltrow and Flavin, “Arrests of and Forced Interventions on Pregnant Women in the U.S.”
74 Peter J. Neufeld, “The (Near) Irrelevance of Daubert to Criminal Justice and Some Suggestions for Reform,” American
Journal of Public Health 95, no. S1 (July 2005): S107–13, https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2004.056333.
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could put them in jail.”77 In State V. Christensen,78 Judge Neiles gave an Indigenous South
Dakota woman the maximum sentence possible to “send a strong message”79 while sending her
children to foster care and denying visitation. In the case of Brenda Vaughan, a pregnant Black
woman charged with theft, Judge Wolf, after ordering a drug test in which Vaughan tested
positive for cocaine, increased her sentence to ensure “a long enough term in jail to be sure she
would not be released until her pregnancy was concluded.”80 Often, the biases exhibited by
judges and prosecutors have been phrased in racially coded ways.81
The Supreme Court has only upheld protections for pregnant persons specifically within
the context of employment discrimination.82 Paltrow explains: “The Court views a woman’s
capacity for pregnancy as something that makes her different from men, and extends
constitutional protection against employment discrimination only where women are similarly
situated to, or in fact, exactly like men.”83
In reality, the decades of escalating numbers of women incarcerated for drug offenses is
at least in part due to explicit differences between women and men, functioning within a system
set up to disadvantage women. It has been well established that womens’ experiences with abuse
and domestic violence increase their contact with the justice system and their likelihood of
incarceration. As Gilfus explains, not only are women subjected to intimate partner violence
more likely to self-medicate with drugs and alcohol to manage physical pain, stress, and PTSD
(especially those who do not have access to medical resources and support), but also that “some
83 Paltrow, “Punishment and Prejudice.”
82 Paltrow, “Punishment and Prejudice,” citing Geduldig v. Aiello, 417 U.S. 484 (1974); Bray v. Alexandria Women’s
Health Clinic, 114 S.Ct. 753 (1993).
81 Paltrow, “Criminal Prosecutions Against Pregnant Women.”
80 Paltrow, “Criminal Prosecutions Against Pregnant Women,” citing United States v. Vaughn, No. F-2172-88B (Super. Ct.
of D.C., August 23, 1988.
79 Paltrow, “Criminal Prosecutions Against Pregnant Women.”
78 Lynn M. Paltrow, “Criminal Prosecutions Against Pregnant Women.” citing State v. Christenson, No. CR1. 90- (S.D. Cir.
Ct. March 12, 1990).
77 Bob Herbert, “In America; Pregnancy and Addiction,” The New York Times , June 11, 1988, National edition, sec. A.,
retrieved from: https://www.nytimes.com/1998/06/11/opinion/in-america-pregnancy-and-addiction.html.
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women are introduced to drugs by abusive partners and may be forced to sell or carry drugs for
them.”84 While a growing body of research in the U.K. has begun unpacking the ways in which
domestic violence and coerced criminality uniquely impact women and contribute to their
offending,85 the policies and impact of the U.S.’s War on Drugs not only fail to recognize the
unique gender dynamics of coerced offending but contribute to the disproportionate penalization
of female drug offenders through a phenomenon which Tinto86 describes as “inverted
sentencing.” Often women arrested for a drug-related offense who are in abusive relationships, or
simply in relationships with male partners who are drug offenders, have themselves only
committed a low-level offense, but do not have significant information to “trade” with the
prosecution in exchange for reductions in their sentence length or jail time. Tinto explains that
additional factors relating to gender roles and abusive relationships, including economic control,
coercion, fear of physical and sexual retribution, and the “traditional socialization” which
“deem[s] women ‘valuable’ because they do not abandon their boyfriend during trouble”87 (and
the hope to obtain respite from abuse by providing value in this way) all contribute reasons why
a woman “often does not have, or does not want to give, sufficient information,” thus
contributing to an “inverted sentencing” scenario in which:
The more serious the defendant's drug crimes, the more information he possibly has to
offer to the government, and thus he ends up with a lower sentence than someone who is
a lower-level offender. This result directly contradicts the stated purpose of the assistance
87 Eda Katherine Tinto, “The Role of Gender and Relationship in Reforming the Rockefeller Drug Laws.”: 906.
86 Eda Katherine Tinto, “The Role of Gender and Relationship in Reforming the Rockefeller Drug Laws,” New York
University Law Review 73, no. 3 (June 2001): 906.
85 Charlotte Barlow, Coercion and Women Co-Offenders: A Gendered Pathway into Crime, 1st ed. (Bristol University
Press, 2016), https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt1t8942p.; Katy Swaine Williams and Jenny Earle, “‘There’s a Reason We’re in
Trouble’: Domestic Abuse as a Driver to Women’s Offending” (Prison Reform Trust, 2017),
http://www.prisonreformtrust.org.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Domestic_abuse_report_final_lo.pdf.; Jo Roberts, “‘It Was Do
or Die’: How Women’s Offending Can Occur as a by-Product of Attempting to Survive Domestic Abuse,” Journal of
Gender-Based Violence 3, no. 3 (October 1, 2019): 283–302, https://doi.org/10.1332/239868019X15627570242823.
84Mary E. Gilfus, “Women’s Experiences of Abuse as a Risk Factor for Incarceration” (Harrisburg, PA: Pennsylvania
Coalition Against Domestic Violence.: National Electronic Network on Violence Against Women, December 2002),
https://vawnet.org/sites/default/files/assets/files/2017-08/AR_Incarceration.pdf.
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provision: to find and punish high-level offenders… In many cases, a woman in [a]
relationship is not able to provide assistance to the government while her boyfriend or
husband is able to do so, thus resulting in inverted sentencing within the relationship.
What is even more troubling, however, is that the assistance provided by the male
offender in these cases may include not only giving information on his other drug
contacts, but helping in the prosecution of his wife or girlfriend as well.88
This reflects just one way in which the allegedly gender-blind policies of the drug war
disproportionately impact women.
Additionally troubling is the extension of faulty decision-making to the pretrial risk
assessment phase. It has been well established that Black defendants receive disproportionately
higher bond and bail fees than their white counterparts.89 Research has demonstrated the ways in
which cash bail perpetuates and reproduces interwoven cycles of incarceration and poverty;90
however, other aspects of pretrial decision-making also contribute to disproportionate and
discriminatory outcomes. Criminal justice risk assessment algorithms that are intended to be
race-neutral have serious potential for reproducing bias91 and have already demonstrated their
capacity to do so, causing some who originally advocated pretrial risk assessment algorithms to
change their position, such as the Pretrial Justice Institute, who put out a statement in 2020
revoking their original advocacy because “Regardless of their science, brand, or age, these [risk
91 Alex Chohlas-Wood, “Understanding Risk Assessment Instruments in Criminal Justice,” AI and Bias (Brookings
Institution, June 19, 2020),
https://www.brookings.edu/research/understanding-risk-assessment-instruments-in-criminal-justice/.
90Bernadette Rabuy and Daniel Kopf, “Detaining the Poor: How Money Bail Perpetuates an Endless Cycle of Poverty and
Jail Time” (Prison Policy Initiative, May 10, 2016), https://www.prisonpolicy.org/reports/incomejails.html.; Katie Dallas,
“How America’s Cash Bail System Perpetuates the Cycle of Poverty” (Global Citizen, August 7, 2018),
https://www.globalcitizen.org/en/content/its-a-crime-to-be-poor-in-america-bail-reform/.; Felipe Curiel and John Matthews
II, “Criminal Justice Debt Problems,” American Bar Association Human Rights Magazine, November 30, 2019,
https://www.americanbar.org/groups/crsj/publications/human_rights_magazine_home/economic-justice/criminal-justice-de
bt-problems/.
89 Martha Good, “Go Directly to Jail: Racial Disparities in Felony Bail Decisions.,” Law & Society, 2009, 1.; Lydette S.
Assefa, “Assessing Dangerousness Amidst Racial Stereotypes: An Analysis of the Role of Racial Bias in Bond Decisions
and Ideas for Reform,” Journal of Criminal Law & Criminology 108, no. 4 (October 2018): 653–78.; Jonah B. Gelbach
and Shawn D. Bushway, “Testing for Racial Discrimination in Bail Setting Using Nonparametric Estimation of a
Parametric Model,” SSRN Electronic Journal, 2012, https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1990324.
88 Eda Katherine Tinto, “The Role of Gender and Relationship in Reforming the Rockefeller Drug Laws.”: 934-935.
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assessment] tools are derived from data reflecting structural racism and institutional inequity that




In criminal cases with drug charges unrelated to pregnancy,93 length of incarceration and
imprisonment outcomes may be influenced by bias(es) relating to pregnancy and its interaction
with race and substance dependency. These biases may present as “paternalistic” and
“protective” -- i.e., benefitting women who fit patriarchal and racist ideas of femininity and
parenthood, including pregnant white women and pregnant women who are not dependent on, or
involved with, illicit substances. These pregnancy and race-related biases may work to the
detriment of pregnant persons who do not conform to racist and patriarchal standards of
motherhood, including being both pregnant and substance-involved, or being pregnant and
Black, resulting in harsher sentencing outcomes for offenders who fit one or more of those
characteristics.
These biases may present more clearly in cases where the offender is nonviolent, with the
theorized causal mechanism being that violent female offenders already disrupt patriarchal
expectations, resulting in harsher penalization that de-emphasizes the elements of the offender’s
identity relating to their gender and expression of femininity (such as pregnancy and/or status as
a mother) which would otherwise contribute to their more lenient treatment. These biases may be
93 As opposed to pregnancy-specific criminal charges, such as those discussed in the earlier section “The Criminalization of
Pregnancy and Addiction,” which include charges related to abortion, fetal harm, child abuse, administration of a
controlled substance to a fetus, etc.
92Pretrial Justice Institute, “Updated Position on Pretrial Risk Assessment Tools,” February 7, 2020,
https://www.pretrial.org/wp-content/uploads/Risk-Statement-PJI-2020.pdf.
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strongest among nonviolent offenders incarcerated for a drug offense, as the salience of the War
on Drugs has infiltrated cultural narratives of pregnancy, addiction, and motherhood.
Using regression analysis, I test whether, in criminal cases with drug-related charges
(including, but not limited to: trafficking, abuse, possession, distribution), extralegal offender
characteristics relating to race, pregnancy, and substance dependency play a statistically
significant role in influencing two length of imprisonment outcomes: amount of time spent in jail
between arrest and imprisonment, and length of prison sentence. Jail and prison are different:
jails are run by local governments (such as individual counties) and law enforcement, and house
both pretrial defendants (people who have been arrested but have not yet convicted and/or
sentenced and are awaiting, or in the midst of, their trial) and convicted offenders with short
sentences (usually below one year) who tend to have been convicted of low level offenses.
Prisons, on the other hand, are larger than jails, operated at the state or federal level, and house
convicted offenders (mostly of felonies).
I try to answer several questions: first, do pregnant offenders who are Black receive
harsher sentencing outcomes than their white and nonpregnant counterparts? Second, do
pregnant white offenders receive more lenient sentences than their Black and nonpregnant
counterparts? Third, do pregnant offenders who are substance-involved or substance-dependent
receive harsher sentences than their pregnant counterparts who are neither substance-involved
nor substance-dependent? Fourth, are offenders who are Black, pregnant, and substance-involved
penalized more harshly than their white, pregnant, and substance-involved counterparts? Fifth, is
the magnitude of any potential benefits resulting from pregnancy status, consequences created by




I tested my hypotheses by performing a series of statistical analyses in StataSE, using
state-level data from the Bureau of Justice Statistics “Survey of Prison Inmates, United States,
2016” (ICPSR 37692).94 The Survey of Prison Inmates (SPI) dataset contains interview
responses from prisoners housed across 1,808 state and 193 federal prisons, with over 20,000
interviewees and over 2,000 variables, collected between January and October of 2016. This
dataset is the only publicly-accessible and comprehensive source suited for the purposes of
analyzing the impact of pregnancy status on sentencing outcomes, as the majority of sentencing
data from the Bureau of Justice Statistics, and other state level court data, excludes variables
relating to pregnancy status due to Health Insurance Portability & Accountability Act (HIPAA)
prohibitions around disclosing private medical information, which complicate courts’ ability to
document pregnancy status data in cases where the defendant is charged with a crime unrelated
to pregnancy.
Statistical Methods and Model Specifications
This thesis will employ linear ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analysis to
separately determine two different outcomes: time spent in jail between arrest and imprisonment
(“jail time”), and sentence length. OLS regressions have been used by other criminal justice
researchers95 to perform statistical analyses on sentence length, and to appropriately translate to
95 Cassia C. Spohn et al., “The Direct and Indirect Effects of Offender Drug Use on Federal Sentencing Outcomes,”
Journal of Quantitative Criminology 30, no. 3 (September 2014): 549–76, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-014-9214-9; S.
Fernando Rodriguez, Theodore R. Curry, and Gang Lee, “Gender Differences in Criminal Sentencing: Do Effects Vary
Across Violent, Property, and Drug Offenses?*,” Social Science Quarterly 87, no. 2 (June 2006): 318–39,
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2006.00383.x; Steffensmeier, Ulmer, and Kramer, “The Interaction of Race, Gender,
and Age in Criminal Sentencing.”
94 United States. Bureau Of Justice Statistics, “Survey of Prison Inmates, United States, 2016: Version 1” (Inter-University
Consortium for Political and Social Research, 2020), https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR37692.V1.
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the continuous temporal outcome of jail time as OLS models are frequently used for length
decisions in criminal justice research. Because this thesis aims to evaluate the relationship
between three interacting offender characteristics (race, substance involvement, and pregnancy
status) and length of imprisonment, and because “substance involvement” can be defined several
different ways, multiple iterations of similar regressions were performed to provide a robust
evaluation of the interaction between race, pregnancy, and substance involvement across
different definitions of substance involvement. The four “levels” of substance involvement are
described below:96
1. “S” Controlling offense97 is drug-related (as compared to the other four controlling
offense categories of property, violent, public order, and “other”).
2. “S1 - Serious substance dependency” describes offenders who meet one or more of the
criteria regarding drug/alcohol consumption, including requiring medical treatment to
cease use, experiencing severe withdrawal symptoms for extended periods of time, using
drugs for periods of over a month, wanted to cut back on usage but were unable to do so,
and drug/alcohol use created problems in personal relationships, employment, and/or
physical health.
3. “S2 - Drug use 30 days prior to arrest” indicates whether the offender used drugs 30
days prior to being arrested.98
4. “S3 - Under the influence at the time of arrest” indicates whether the offender was
under the influence of drugs or alcohol, or had drugs/alcohol in their system at the time of
their arrest.
Further, because this thesis examines the impact of the War on Drugs -- which had a
rhetorical, political, and legal hyper-focus on penalizing drug use and harshening punishment for
drug offenses -- it was also important to look at whether any hypothesized effects appeared only
within (1) drug offenders, (2) all nonviolent offenders, (3) or all offenders (violent and
nonviolent), and how those effect sizes compare. Finally, two different dependent variables were
98 The data for PCP (phencyclidine) was missing due to a computer error, so this may undercount inmates if they used PCP
and no other drugs 30 days prior to arrest.
97 Controlling offense refers to the offense for which the inmate received the longest sentence.
96 The full variables included in each level of substance involvement are detailed in Appendix A, Tables A.1.-A.3.
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used to capture length of imprisonment, both measured in months: amount of time spent in jail
between arrest and imprisonment (“jail time”), and sentence length. The table below illustrates
the variation between different model specifications:
(See Table 1.)
The interaction between race, pregnancy status, and substance involvement was measured
by generating a series of interaction variables for the double and triple interactions in question,
and summing the coefficients to reveal their effect. The following dummy variables relating to
race, pregnancy, substance involvement, and their interactions were included in the regressions:
(See Table 2.)
Twenty-two regressions were performed in total, eleven of which used “jail time” as the
dependent variable, while the remaining eleven used “sentence length” as the dependent variable.
Within the eleven jail time and the sentence length regressions, four regressions were performed
using the “all offenders” sample, four using the “nonviolent offenders” sample, and the
remaining three using the “drug offenders” sample, such that the “all” and “nonviolent” samples
ran model specifications with substance-involvement levels S (being a drug offender) through
S3, while the “drug” sample specifications only included substance-involvement levels S1-S3,
since being a drug offender (level S) was what explicitly qualified observations to be included in
the “drug” regression series.
A three character naming system is used to refer to the models, with the first letter, J or S,
referring to the dependent variable (jail time, sentence length), the second letter, A, N, or D,
referring to the offender type (all, nonviolent, drug), and the third character 0, 1, 2, or 3, referring
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to the substance level specification (S- Controlling offense is drug-related, S1- Serious substance
dependency, S2 - Drug use 30 days prior to arrest, S3- Under the influence at the time of arrest).
Sample
The sample included in my regressions was restricted to women, and nonbinary and male
inmates who were potentially able to get pregnant.99 This sample was selected based on criteria
combining the following three variables: “Sex for analysis”, “Sex assigned at birth (self-report),”
and “Self-described sex identity.” Using these three gender and sex related variables, the
following observations were eliminated: (1) if sex for analysis is male and sex assigned at birth is
male and self-described sex identity is male or missing a response; (2) if sex for analysis is male
and both sex assigned at birth and self-described sex identity were missing responses; (3) if sex
assigned at birth is male and both self-described sex identity and sex for analysis were missing a
response; (4) if all three of the aforementioned variables were missing a response.
I also restricted my sample by race, to include only those who were Black or white, but
did not use coexistable categories (i.e. An offender may not be coded as both Black and white to
isolate the effects of race). The inmates included in the sample varied slightly by criminal justice
status at the time of arrest between the jail time regression and the sentence length regression.
99 Selecting who to include in the sample was difficult as bias around gender, at least in part, is connected to gender




The two dependent variables, sentence length and jail time -- both measured in months --
were separately created by combining several existing variables within the dataset.100 Sentences
were reported in separate variables for different types of offenders, i.e. the length of sentence
being served by offenders with no prior criminal record was coded separately from the length of
sentence being served by offenders who were on probation at the time of the offense, etc.; there
was also a separate variable for offenders sentenced for multiple offenses. Sentences fell into two
categories: “flat” or “single,” meaning the inmate was given a single fixed sentence without
flexibility in length; or “range/indeterminate length” in which the sentence given had a
maximum length and a minimum length. I combined the different offender types into a new
dummy variable for sentenced offenders, and created a standardized variable for “single/flat”
sentences by first converting years sentenced and days sentenced into the standard months, and
then summing the converted years, days, and months with the variable for months sentenced.
Range/indeterminate sentences were coded into the data set through a series of variables, which
included the maximum number of years, months, and days within the range, as well as the
minimum number of years, months, and days. I first standardized (separately) the maximum and
minimum within the range, using the same procedure as the one applied to the single/flat
sentence units, and then created a new variable averaging the minimum and maximum within the
range sentence to approximate a single number for the “sentence length” of range sentences.
100 The full do-file containing the Stata commands and variable transformations is available in the Additional Materials
Google Drive folder: https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1V2A_Jog2__rDvhxnkNQzRrVGuWE4_U-A?usp=sharing.
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Finally, I created a new sentence length dependent variable which combined the range and
single/flat sentences.
Creating the dependent variable “jail time between arrest and imprisonment” was much
simpler, and involved converting the variables for years, months, weeks, and days in jail after
arrest/before prison into the standard months, and then summing those totals to create a new “jail
time” variable. It is important to note that there were just under five hundred observations in
which the offender spent no time in jail between arrest and imprisonment. These were added into
the jail time variable as zeros, differing from the sentence length regressions, which exclusively
included sentence lengths with non-zero values.
Explanatory Variables
Several variables were created to be included exclusively in the sentence length
regressions. “Jail time applied to sentence” reflects the amount of time spent in jail between
arrest and imprisonment that was then applied to the amount of time sentenced (i.e. reducing the
sentence length). There were three possible responses to this for sentenced offenders: “none of
it”; “all of it”; and a third option to respond with the specific amount of time applied. In creating
the “jail time applied to sentence” variable, I used the same conversion procedures to standardize
and sum years, months, weeks, and days of jail time applied to sentence in cases where the
length was specified, used a zero in cases where “none of” the time spent in jail was applied to
the sentence, and used the quantity of jail time from the standardized jail time variable for “all of
it” responses. Additionally, I created a standardized variable for the amount of time that the
sentence was suspended by, and included zeros if none of the sentence was suspended. Several
offense category variables were included to specify beyond “controlling offense.”
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(See Table 4.)
Within the regression specifications with samples of “all offenders” and “nonviolent
offenders,” controlling offense type was divided into 5 main categories with 13 levels specified
(see table above). While both the 5-level and the 13-level offense classification were included in
the “all offenders” regressions (as dummy variables for each category), the nonviolent offender
specifications excluded the levels relating to violent offenses, and the drug-offender-only
regressions included just the “drug” offenses (only one category of the initial 5) and therefore did
not include the 5-level “controlling offense type” variable, and only included 2 levels of the
13-level classification: drug trafficking and drug possession. A further specification for “violent
offense type” was included in the “all offender” specifications.
The dataset further specifies the offense(s) for which the inmate is sentenced through a
series of variables recording the National Corrections Reporting Program (NCRP) standardized
offense codes.101 The NCRP codes in the dataset are reported separately, depending on inmate
classification and number of offenses, such that the controlling offense may not be listed as
“offense number 1” if there are multiple offenses listed,102 and separating the offense variable by
inmate type such that the NCRP codes for an offender with no prior criminal record are not listed
in the same variable as an offender who was on probation/parole/escape at the time of the
offense, etc. To merge the NCRP code data across offender types and multiple offenses, dummy
variables were created for each NCRP code listed in the dataset.103 NCRP codes with one or
fewer offenders within the sample specific to that regression were excluded from the model. A
103 (i.e. NCRP_010 is coded as “1” if the inmate had NCRP code 010, murder, listed for any of their offenses, and “0” if
none of their offenses were code 010). Each offender could list up to 5 offenses.
102 However there is another variable specifying which offense received the longest sentence ie (first offense=longest)
101 NCRP offense codes retrieved from “Appendix A – Offense Codes Survey of Prison Inmates, 2016” of Bureau of
Justice Statistics, “Survey of Prison Inmates, United States, 2016: Codebook for Public-Use State Data” (Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social Research, Ann Arbor, Michigan: Bureau of Justice Statistics, December 21, 2020),
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/web/ICPSR/studies/37692/summary.
33
new set of NCRP code dummy variables was created specifically for the jail time regressions to
include offenses for which the inmate had been arrested, but not yet sentenced.
Several other explanatory variables were included in each version of the regression.
There were not enough observations in each individual state to justify including some, but not
all, of the U.S. states, so a “region” variable dividing the U.S. into five regions (Northeast,
Southeast, West, Midwest, Southwest)104 was included to approximate the geopolitical and legal
variations that occur due to states’ criminal justice policies, including sentencing policies like
mandatory minimums, bail policies, and policing/justice culture which contribute to regional
differences in sentencing outcomes.105 To control for temporal differences in sentencing, jailing,
and policing policies and practices, the year of admission to prison (likely the same as or within
approximately one year of sentencing) is also included in the regression.
Mental illness, history of trauma, and mental state at the time of the offense are
frequently considered relevant factors in sentencing decisions. A dummy variable for mental
illness was created and coded as 1 if the inmate had been diagnosed by a doctor with manic
depression, depression, schizophrenia, post-traumatic stress disorder, anxiety, another personality
disorder, and/or another “mental or emotional condition,” and 0 if the offender met none of the
above criteria.106 Poverty is another factor that influences sentencing and jail time outcomes
through a multitude of ways, including access to and quality of legal services and defense and
ability to post bail. Poverty was approximated in the regression by coding offenders as
“indigent” if they reported their total earnings for the 30 days prior to their arrest to be below the
106 It is important to note that the variables regarding mental illness pertain to those mental illnesses which have been
medically diagnosed. This definition is, in itself, limiting, as stigma, financial, social and racial barriers all inhibit access to
the psychiatric medical care required for an official diagnosis.
105 Using regional categories to analyze data on prison populations is common practice. For a pregnancy-related example
of scholarship using similar geographic approximators, see: Paltrow and Flavin, “Arrests of and Forced Interventions on
Pregnant Women in the United States, 1973–2005.”
104 Region designation was coded according to National Geographic’s naming and classification of the five U.S. regions.
Source: Sean P. O’Connor, United States Regions (National Geographic, January 3, 2012),
https://www.nationalgeographic.org/maps/united-states-regions/.
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federal poverty line and/or were on government assistance (such as welfare and/or supplemental
security income) in the 30 days prior to their arrest. Age also affects sentencing outcomes, so a
variable was created to approximate age at the time of arrest.
In the model specifications which included only drug offenders, several additional unique
variables likely to affect sentence length and jail time were included. Two variables measured the
quantity of drugs (amount of pills and grams of drugs). The grams variable was created by
standardizing the units for drug quantities into grams and summing the total quantity (in grams)
across different types of drugs. The pills variable combines both pills of illegal prescription
drugs and other street drugs that are measured in pills (and not easily convertible/comparable to
grams). Additionally, a variable including the count of drug offenses was included in the
regression. Finally, dummy variables indicated which drugs were involved in the offense.107 A
“nonviolent” dummy variable was also included in the drug regressions.
Variables included in the group of nonviolent offenders and all offenders, but not in the
drug-offenders-only group, included log (x+1) of total money obtained in the offense, and, in the
case of all offenders, a three category classification of “violent offense type” (rape,
murder/manslaughter/ homicide, and “other”).
Testing For Statistical Significance And Interpreting Results
After each regression, I performed a series of F tests to check the significance of the
interaction variables as summed coefficients, as well as a series examining the significance of the
differences between pairs of summed coefficients. The summed coefficients were calculated by
107 The drugs which had a dummy variable included: marijuana/hashish, cocaine, crack, methamphetamine, heroine, and
prescription medication. There was a computer error for PCP (phencyclidine), so no data on the presence of PCP in the
offense was able to be included.
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multiplying the coefficients from the regression for the variables of interest by the zeros and ones
matching the offender description, as illustrated in the two following tables:
(See Tables 5a., 5b.)
Descriptions of the summed coefficients can be found in the table above, however the
values of the summed coefficients only reflect the difference in sentence length or jail time
(depending on model specification) between that offender group and the baseline group of
offenders who are Black, not substance involved, and not pregnant. While the magnitude of these
coefficients in comparison to one another can paint a general picture of how incarceration length
varies by offenders’ race, pregnancy status, and substance involvement, the significance of
individual coefficients themselves is not enough to indicate meaningful relationships between
different offender types, only the difference between that particular offender description and the
baseline of Black, not pregnant, not substance involved offenders. To examine the predictions
made in the hypothesis section, another series of F tests was run that compared the summed
coefficients to each other. The table below illustrates this second series of significance testing,
with the summed coefficients being compared in the leftmost column, the meaning of that
comparison in the second column, the predicted sign of the difference in the second to right
column, and the meaning of that prediction in the rightmost column:
(See Table 6.)
Methodological Limitations
There are many mitigating and aggravating factors that judges consider in the sentencing
and pretrial risk assessment processes. One of the most notorious characteristics about the female
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incarcerated population in the United States is the prevalence of female offenders who are
survivors of domestic violence, childhood abuse, sexual assault, and other forms of interpersonal
sexual violence and trauma.108 Of the over two thousand variables included in the SPI dataset,
none address the offenders’ experience(s) with domestic violence, sexual trauma, and/or
childhood abuse (however, clinically diagnosed PTSD is included as a binary yes/no variable).
Upon reaching out to the BJS statisticians who lead this project, I have confirmed that there are
no variables within the dataset that can be used as proxies or adequate measures for these
experiences. Experience of domestic violence/intimate partner abuse/childhood abuse/sexual
trauma factor into sentencing decisions, and can even be considered mitigating factors, as is the
case in Illinois: “The following grounds shall be accorded weight in favor of withholding or
minimizing a sentence of imprisonment… (15) At the time of the offense, the defendant is or had
been the victim of domestic violence and the effects of the domestic violence tended to excuse or
justify the defendant's criminal conduct,”109 and New York: “(a) at the time of the instant offense,
the defendant was a victim of domestic violence subjected to substantial physical, sexual or
psychological abuse inflicted by a member of the same family or household as the defendant as
such term is defined in subdivision one of section 530.11 of the criminal procedure law.”110 Once
the first phase of a sentencing decision is made (whether or not to sentence the offender to
imprisonment), experiences with trauma and domestic violence may have an effect on length of
imprisonment; however, the lack of adequate data on these factors within the dataset limited the
ability to include those experiences in my regression.
110 Penal Law § 60.12 https://www.ils.ny.gov/files/Appellate/DVSJA/PL%2060.12.pdf
109 (730 ILCS 5/5-5-3.1) (from Ch. 38, par. 1005-5-3.1)
https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ilcs/fulltext.asp?DocName=073000050K5-5-3.1
108 Kolleen Duley, “Un-Domesticating Violence: Criminalizing Survivors and U.S. Mass Incarceration,” Women &
Therapy 29, no. 3–4 (April 10, 2007): 75–96, https://doi.org/10.1300/J015v29n03_05; Catherine Mitchell Fuentes,
“Nobody’s Child: The Role of Trauma and Interpersonal Violence in Women’s Pathways to Incarceration and Resultant
Service Needs: Trauma and Interpersonal Violence in Women’s Pathways to Incarceration,” Medical Anthropology
Quarterly 28, no. 1 (March 2014): 85–104, https://doi.org/10.1111/maq.12058.
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Paltrow’s overview of 167 cases of pregnancy criminalization identifies another key
reason why domestic violence data matters in this study:
A significant number of the women arrested for their actions during pregnancy were in
abusive relationships. Studies show that drug addicted pregnant women are also likely to
have been sexually abused as children and to be in battering relationships as adults…
Indeed in several cases the woman's alcohol or drug use during her pregnancy came to
the prosecution's attention because the women had been battered by a husband or
boyfriend.111
The absence of domestic violence variables in the dataset prevents the potential identification of
a “battery to prison” pipeline among pregnant inmates. Finally, the absence of domestic violence
data limits the level of detail available for discussion and understanding of who is pregnant in
prison.
Additional limitations exist in the analysis of how pregnancy bias in the judiciary affects
Indigenous women, as complicated jurisdictional schemes and information asymmetries between
Tribal Courts, and State and Federal courts inhibit the completeness of any numeric dataset. This
asymmetry also exists through factors relating to how Tribal Courts operate, such as reliance on
oral history (in place of written records), absence of official court reporters, etc.112
Sample size limitations also present issues relating to the statistical power of the model,
as the number of observations able to uniquely satisfy the criteria specified in the F tests of
summing variables of interest and their interactions and comparing the summed coefficients
would benefit the model significantly, as there are certain specifications where only a handful of
Black offenders are able to meet the triple interaction criteria (although this is less frequently an
issue among white offenders) thus likely inhibiting the possibility for significant, highly
predictive results for the interaction effects among Black offenders.
112 Information on tribal courts retrieved from: Tribal Court Clearinghouse, “Justice Systems of Indian Nations: Tribal
Courts,” Tribal Law and Policy Institute, accessed November 29, 2020, http://www.tribal-institute.org/lists/justice.htm.
111 Lynn M. Paltrow, “Criminal Prosecutions Against Pregnant Women.”
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The model does not include information approximating state-level policies or mandatory
minimums for drug offenses, and combines drug quantities across different types of illicit
substances (which are differently scheduled and penalized). Unreliability and inconsistency in
pregnancy testing policies and practices, as well as the absence of formal tracking systems for
pregnancy within prisons, makes it difficult to verify the accuracy of the pregnancy status
self-reported in the survey; in addition, the sample’s inclusion of only offenders housed in
prisons limits the generalizability of the findings from the jail time regressions. Lastly, the model
is unable to account for offenders who were arrested and not incarcerated, and is therefore able to
provide length of incarceration analysis but no analysis on who was able to avoid incarceration
altogether, and how the population composition shifts between the point of arrest, pretrial
detainment, and imprisonment when sentenced. See “Secondary Findings, Importance, and
Avenues of Further Research” for further discussion of limitations.
Summary Statistics
The following tables include the summary statistics for the populations included in the 22
regressions run in this thesis. Although the model specifications for each regression vary along
three key features -- (1) outcome (sentence length versus jail time), (2) offender type, and (3)
substance level, for the purpose of this section, tables will be divided simply by outcome and
offender type, including all of the various substance level specifications in each table. Additional
information about the various populations is available in Appendix B, and is discussed in this
section following the tables.
The sample of incarcerated persons included in these regressions should be representative
of the overall U.S. prison population, with the exclusion of prisoners 17 years old or younger and
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prisoners in “non-secure, privately operated community corrections centers.”113 The
methodology employed by the Bureau of Justice Statistics statisticians in conducting the 2016
Survey of Prison Inmates included a combination of random sampling (among state facilities,
which apply to the inmates included in this thesis) and stratified sampling for federal inmates. I
only included data from state prisons in my thesis, and the sample size for the relevant portion of
data (i.e. not federal prisons) is 306 state prisons. The SPI design enabled states housing over
100,000 inmates (California, Florida,114 Texas) to be “self-representing,” meaning their “sample
of prisoners selected was large enough to be representative of the state’s prison population and
could be used to produce state-level estimates.”115
Additionally, the statisticians applied weighting and non-response adjustment measures to
account for prisoners in restrictive housing who were unable to participate (separately from the
non-response adjustment rate). They also made comparisons of prisoner characteristics between
respondents and nonrespondents, including “sex; age or date-of-birth; race and Hispanic origin;
date of admission to prison for current offense (converted to time since admission); and sentence
length”116 to correct for non-response bias. Other adjustment measures ensured that “the
weighted population accurately reflected the target population (all prisoners age 18 or older who
were held in a state prison or were serving a sentence to federal prison in the U.S. during
2016),”117 and, census data, jurisdiction-specific totals from the 2015 National Prisoner Statistics
Program 2015, and age distribution from the National Corrections Reporting Program to
117 Ibid.
116 Ibid.
115 Lauren Glaze, “Methodology: 2016 SPI.”
114 “While the SPI sample was designed for states housing 100,000 or more prisoners to be self-representing (i.e., Texas,
California, and Florida), during the SPI data collection this was not possible for Florida because access to prisoners in
restrictive housing was not permitted” Lauren Glaze, “Methodology: 2016 SPI.”
113 Lauren Glaze, “Methodology: Survey Of Prison Inmates, 2016” (Bureau of Justice Statistics, July 18, 2019),
https://www.bjs.gov/index.cfm?ty=pbdetail&iid=6606.
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calibrate the correct weights and ensure a representative sample. For more information, see
“Methodology: Survey Of Prison Inmates, 2016.”118
(See Tables 7a. - 7f.)
Sample Size, Jail Time, Sentence Length, and Pregnancy Prevalence
The populations included in the regressions can be broken down among two large groups
of “all” offenders (meeting the relevant criteria for inclusion as described earlier in the methods
section) who had been sentenced, and the group including all of those who had been sentenced
plus those who had spent time in jail for offenses for which they have not yet been sentenced
(with considerable population overlap). The subsamples within each group included “all
offenders,” “nonviolent offenders,” and “drug offenders,” (who had significant overlap with the
nonviolent group). The jail time full sample consisted of 4,772 observations, averaging 8.83
months spent in jail between arrest and imprisonment. Of all of the offenders included in the jail
time regressions, 185 were pregnant (approximately 4%), with an average of 5.09 months spent
in jail between arrest and imprisonment. There were 2,653 “nonviolent” offenders included in the
jail time regressions, who averaged 5.79 months in jail. Of the nonviolent jail sample, 4.03%
were pregnant at the date of their admission to prison, and averaged 4.55 months in jail. 1,189
offenders in the jail sample were drug offenders, averaging 5.82 months in jail. The 4.49% of
drug offenders who were pregnant averaged 4.07 months in jail.
There were 4,429 sentenced offenders included in the sentence length regressions, with
an overall average sentence of 271.54 months (just over twenty-two and a half years). 3.9% of
sentenced offenders were pregnant at their time of admission to prison, and averaged a sentence
118 Ibid.
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length of 128.08 months (just over ten and a half years). There were 2,443 nonviolent sentenced
offenders, averaging a 100.88 month sentence length. The 3.9% of nonviolent sentenced
offenders who were pregnant averaged a 61.71 month sentence length. 1,155 of the sentenced
offenders were drug offenders, whose average sentence length actually exceeded the nonviolent
group at 111.07 months. The pregnancy percentage among sentenced drug offenders was slightly
higher than the other sentenced samples at 4.26%, with an average sentence length of 59.76
months.
Regional Differences in Pregnancy Prevalence
The rate of pregnancy across the sentence length and jail time regressions and within all,
nonviolent, and drug offenders is similar to the 4% estimate reported through the Bureau of
Justice Statistics in 2004,119 and as also described in other literature on pregnancy in prisons.120 In
all of the sample groups, the majority of offenders came from either the Southeast or the
Midwest. However, across all sample groups, the Midwest was disproportionately represented in
the population of pregnant offenders, increasing in its share of the observations by 13.65% to
24.50%, with the largest differences in the drug samples (increasing by 23.99% from its original
share of 32.37% to account for 56.36% of the drug jail time population, and shifting by 24.50%
of the sentenced drug offender population from its original share of 32.60% to 57.10%). Most of
this shift towards a larger portion of offenders in the Midwest is attributable to decreases in the
Southeast, which went from approximately two-fifths of the overall sample to around 27-28%.
The overrepresentation of the Midwest within each sample of pregnant offenders is likely due in
large part to Ohio, which single handedly housed around one fifth of the pregnant offenders in
120 Sufrin et al., “Pregnancy Outcomes in US Prisons, 2016–2017.”
119 Laura M. Maruschak, “Medical Problems of Prisoners” (Bureau of Justice Statistics, April 1, 2008),
https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/mpp.pdf.
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each sample, despite making up around one twentieth of the overall sample size. It is important
to note that the while Ohio could have a disproportionately large number of pregnant offenders,
the percentages of pregnant offenders from each state is not necessarily representative of that
state incarcerating more pregnant offenders, as not all states provide pregnancy tests at intake121
and certain states house pregnant offenders in unique facilities122 that might lead to their
exclusion from the survey sample.
Sample Composition by Offense Type
In looking at the largest group of offenders, the “all” categories for jail time and
sentencing regressions, violent offenses make up the largest portion of controlling offense type
(ranging from 32.6%-38.17%), closely followed by property and drug offenses, which were often
within one to two percentage points of each other. Homicide, drug trafficking, and “other
property crimes” were the most common offenses in the general offender populations, but for the
sample of pregnant sentenced offenders and the group of pregnant offenders in the jail time
regressions, the rate of homicides is nearly halved (around 15% to around 8%) and drug
possession increases to represent a more substantial share of the thirteen level offense
classification (up to 13% from 7.5% of all offenders in the jail time sample, and up to 12.1%
from the 7.1% of all sentenced offenders).
Of the nonviolent offenders in both jail time and sentence length regressions, drug and
property offenses were nearly equivalent in the full nonviolent sample (41.9% and 41.9% in the
jail time group, respectively, and 41.36% property and 42.08% drug in the sentence length
122 This is indicated by similar studies on pregnancy in U.S. prisons, such as Sufrin et al., “Pregnancy Outcomes in US
Prisons, 2016–2017.” in which the authors mention that the quantity of prisons which house pregnant offenders varies by
state.
121 Carolyn Sufrin, Alexa Kolbi-Molinas, and Rachel Roth, “Reproductive Justice, Health Disparities And Incarcerated
Women in the United States,” Perspectives on Sexual and Reproductive Health 47, no. 4 (December 2015): 213–19,
https://doi.org/10.1363/47e3115.
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group), but the balance shifted slightly to increase the percent of drug offenders within the two
pregnant nonviolent samples (44.76% in jail time, 43.62% in sentence length). The greatest shift
between crime type from nonviolent offenders to pregnant nonviolent offenders occurred within
the thirteen level classification scheme of crime type, as drug possession increased by over 8% in
both samples to account for approximately one fifth of the pregnant nonviolent population,
accompanied by decreases of over 5% in both drug trafficking and other property crime.
Among the drug offender samples, drug trafficking represented the largest portion of the
thirteen level controlling offense scheme, accounting for 65.09% of the jail sample and 66.18%
of the sentence sample, while drug possession represented 28.65% of the jail sample and 27.92%
of the sentence sample. In looking only at pregnant drug offenders, possession rose by around
fifteen percentage points to account for 43.64% of pregnant offenders in the jail sample and
42.86% of pregnant offenders in the sentence sample, while trafficking dropped to 52.73% of the
jail sample and 55.10% of the sentence sample.123
Race, Socioeconomic Status, and Disparities Among Pregnant Offenders
The majority of offenders in all samples were white, had some kind of medically
diagnosed mental illness, some level of substance involvement, and were poor. This was true for
the full population of offenders included in the regressions (approximately 75% white, 72% with
mental illness, and substance involvement over 50% at all levels); the population of nonviolent
offenders (approximately 82% white, around 69% with a mental illness, and a percentage of
substance involvement above 60% at all three levels S1, S2, and S3); and of drug offenders
123 The full summary statistics, including NCRP codes, are available in the Additional Materials Google Drive folder
containing the full Stata output, at
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1V2A_Jog2__rDvhxnkNQzRrVGuWE4_U-A?usp=sharing.
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(approximately 85% white, 70% with a mental illness, and over 65% substance involvement at
all levels).
The groups within two outcome categorizations (jail time and sentence length)
maintained very similar levels of most demographic and socioeconomic status-related
characteristics -- likely due in large part to the overlap in observations shared by the two groups.
The greatest disparities in offender background and characteristics that increase an individual’s
likelihood of justice involvement (contact with the criminal justice system) did not occur when
comparing the different crime type groups (all, nonviolent, drug), but rather comparing the
pregnant sample to the full sample within each grouping.
One example of these pregnancy-related differences in population characteristics revolves
around poverty and socioeconomic status. While only around 46% of all offenders qualified as
“indigent,”124 approximately 62% of all pregnant offenders qualified. Within the nonviolent and
drug offender samples, similar levels of indigence occurred in the overall group, with a similar
sharp increase among the portion of pregnant offenders. Additionally, if the narrow definition of
poverty solely captured through the operationalization of “indigent” is expanded to include a
more comprehensive list of poverty indicators, such as having experienced homelessness and/or
living in a shelter or on the streets in the 12 months prior to arrest, relying on government
assistance, unemployment compensation, and/or supplemental income in the 30 days prior to
their arrest, the portion of offenders who would be characterized as “indigent” increases to
around 55% for each offender group, and grows an average of 15.01% to describe around 70% of
the pregnant offenders within each sample.125
125 For comprehensive statistics describing the populations included in the regressions, see Appendix B “Additional
Offender Characteristics.”
124 Defined in the methods section as “defined as having reported their total earnings for the 30 days prior to their
arrest to be below the federal poverty line and/or were on government assistance (such as welfare and/or
supplemental security income) in the 30 days prior to their arrest.”
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Further, for a large portion of offenders, poverty began in childhood or late youth years.
Around 47% of the offenders in each sample experienced some kind of poverty before the age of
18, either relying on welfare/public assistance, cycling through the foster care system,
experiencing homelessness, and/or living in public housing, but that group expands to over half
of the pregnant offenders in most groups.
Prior Contact With the Justice System
Close to half of the offenders included in my regressions had no criminal justice status at
the time of their arrest, meaning for most groups that over 50% of offenders were not currently
incarcerated for a parole or probation violation, nor were they on escape, probation, or parole at
the time of their arrest. The specifics vary by sample and offender type, however most offenders
had already had some form of contact with the criminal justice system, or proximity to others
who were justice-involved. For all sample categories, the average offender age was at least 8.5
years older than the average age at first arrest for any offense. Depending on population sample,
the offenders’ average number of times sentenced or served in any kind of correctional facility
(local, state, or federal, including prisons, jails, and juvenile detention facilities) ranged from
four to six prior sentences.
Notably, it was not just the offenders themselves who had prior contact with the justice
system—over one third of all offender samples had at least one parent who had been
sentenced/served time, and in every case except drug offenders in the sentencing regression, that
number rose to over 40% for the pregnant population. Offenders’ spouse(s) were incarcerated at
even higher rates, ranging from 45% upwards to 55.65% for the general populations of each
category, and from 57.14% to 63.83% of pregnant offenders within those categories. These
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numbers are staggeringly high, especially considering that in every population group, less than
18% of offenders were married at the time of the survey. Across all offender groups (pregnant
and not) the overwhelming majority (65%+) of offenders were unmarried parents, averaging
between two and three children. Among pregnant offenders, the number of unmarried parents
rose to above 77% in every category.
Substance Involvement
Substance involvement levels were high across all offender types (approximately 60% of
the full offender sample for both jail time and sentence length regressions were described as S1,
“serious substance dependency;” 68% matched S2 “drug use 30 days prior to arrest” and 52% fit
S3 “under the influence at the time of arrest.” These rates were even higher among nonviolent
populations and drug populations, and usually comparable, or higher, rates were recorded within
the pregnant subgroups of each population:
(See Figures 1a. - 1c.)
It is apparent from the figures above that substance involvement, at all levels, is high
among all of the drug, nonviolent, and total offender populations for both the jail time and
sentence length samples. Further, it quickly becomes apparent that among the “all offenders” and
“nonviolent offenders” groups for both jail time and sentence length regressions, the portion of
the population who meets the S1, S2, and S3 criteria is higher among the population of pregnant
offenders than the general offender populations (which include those pregnant offenders). The
drug offenders group is the only exception-- however, the rates of substance involvement for
pregnant drug offenders are fairly close to that of the general drug offender population, and in
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comparison to the other pregnant offender populations, a larger portion of pregnant drug
offenders met the S3 criteria (under the influence at the time of offense). Among all groups,
methamphetamine was both the most common drug involved in offenses, and the most common
drug in offenders’ systems at the time of offense.
Results
Twenty two regressions were run to test the effects of pregnancy status, race, and
substance dependency on length of imprisonment and confinement outcomes. The first eleven
regressions used the dependent variable “length of prison sentence” (converted to the months),
and the remaining eleven regressions used the dependent variable “amount of time spent in jail
between arrest and imprisonment” (converted to the standard months). Due to the large quantity
of regressions and variables, as well as the number of hypotheses being tested, the results section
will be split into three parts:
1. Regression Output and Interpretations
2. Summed Coefficients for Variables of Interest
3. Coefficient Comparisons and Relationships of Variables of Interest.
The different model specifications reported varied in three key ways: first, in the outcome
measured (either sentence length or amount of time spent in jail between arrest and
imprisonment); second, in the group of offenders included in the sample population (all,
nonviolent, or drug); and third, in the substance level specification (“S” drug offender, “S1”
serious substance dependency, “S2” drug use within the 30 days prior to arrest, and “S3” under
the influence of drugs or alcohol at the time of arrest). The results section uses a three-character
abbreviation system for the various specifications of the models, with the first character
representing regression output (as either a “J” for “jail time” or “S” for “sentence length”), the
second character representing the group of offenders (“A” for “all offenders,” “N” for
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“nonviolent offenders,” and “D” for “drug offenders), and the third character representing the
substance involvement specification (0 for S drug offender, 1 for S1- serious substance
dependency, 2 for S2- use within 30 days of offense, and 3 for S3- under the influence at the time
of offense).
Results from the initial 22 regressions indicate that race, substance involvement, and
substance involvement interacting with race were the most frequently statistically significant
variables, with pregnancy status and its interactions with substance involvement and race rarely
coming up as significant (however, in the robust versions of the regression, discussed briefly
below, a greater number of the variables of interest -- including those relating to pregnancy and
its interactions with substance involvement and race -- were found to be significant).
Significance testing and analysis of the summed coefficients (Tables 11a.-19b.) revealed that,
among the model specifications with sentence length as the dependent variable,
substance-involvement increased length of sentence for Black offenders and frequently worked
inversely to decrease sentence length for white offenders. Pregnancy was found to decrease
sentence length for both Black and white offenders, while the effects of the triple interaction
(between, pregnancy, race, and substance-involvement) were less consistent. Significance testing
and analysis of summed coefficients among the jail time dependent variable specifications
resulted in similar trends, with a greater number of individual summed coefficients proving
significant. In the jail time specifications, white offenders who were neither substance-involved
nor pregnant tended to spend less time in jail than their Black counterparts. Pregnancy (without
substance involvement) decreased jail time for both Black and white offenders, as did substance
involvement (to a lesser extent), and pregnancy interacting with substance involvement.
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Significance tests and analysis of the difference between different pairs of summed
coefficients revealed that many of the relationships predicted were accurate: the “leniency”
effects of pregnancy (without substance involvement) were present for both Black and white
offenders but benefitted pregnant, white, non-substance-involved offenders more than their
Black counterparts. The “leniency” afforded by pregnancy status was often cancelled out by
substance involvement such that, among both Black and white offenders, those who were
pregnant and substance-involved spent more time incarcerated than those who were pregnant but
not substance involved.
Most of the regressions had both a specification error and heteroskedasticity error. The
standard errors reported in the Results section do not correct for heteroskedasticity; however, the
standard errors reported in Figures 2a.-3i. reflect the robust standard errors. When the robust
regressions were run, several additional variables, interaction terms, summed coefficients, and
differences between the summed coefficients were found to be statistically significant (or those
already significant were found to be significant at a higher level).126
Regression Output and Interpretations
This section includes the output from 18 of the 22 regressions, excluding the “S” level
substance specifications (where “S” simply indicates that the controlling offense is drug related)
among all offender groups and the nonviolent offender groups within both the sentencing and jail
time regressions. Due to the sheer quantity of NCRP codes contained in each regression, the
NCRP code variables have been excluded from the regression tables reported in the body of the
126 The full regression output for both the regular regressions and the robust regressions are available as Stata log files in
the Additional Materials Google Drive folder at
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1V2A_Jog2__rDvhxnkNQzRrVGuWE4_U-A?usp=sharing.
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thesis.127 While this section reports and discusses the regression output, it is important to note
that the summed coefficients and significance of the interaction variables will be discussed in the
Results section titled “Summed Coefficients for Variables of Interest,” and an analysis of the
relationships of the summed coefficients to each other will be discussed in the third Results
section, “Testing Differences Between Offender Descriptions Using Summed Coefficients.”
The regressions are grouped by substance involvement level and offender type and are
presented in an order alternating between sentence length and jail time among the all offender
group, which is followed by nonviolent offenders and then is finally followed by drug offenders.
(See Table 8a.)
This first regression looks at how race, pregnancy status, and substance involvement at
the “S1” level (serious substance dependency) influence sentencing outcomes. None of the race,
pregnancy, or substance involvement variables and interaction terms were statistically significant
in this specification. Several variables which were expected to be significant included “months of
sentence suspended,” which has a very clear and predictable impact on sentence length, “age
when arrested (for current offense),” and “year admitted (to prison).” The negative sign of the
“year admitted” coefficient may be misleading in that it does not indicate that sentences have
become more lenient over time but rather reflects a threat posed by maturation issue. This is
because data was collected cross-sectionally but is not time series, so offenders who committed
crimes and received short sentences in earlier years (1972 being the earliest year within this
particular sample) would have been released from prison by, and therefore not included in, the
2016 survey data collection period.
127 The full regression output for both the regular regressions and the robust regressions are available as Stata log files in




Regression J.A.1. looks at how race, pregnancy status, and substance involvement at the
“S1” level (serious substance dependency) influence the amount of time spent in jail between
arrest and imprisonment, and similarly reflects a statistically significant negative coefficient for
year admitted. This specification reflected a negative coefficient for age, meaning that as
offenders’ age increased, the amount of time spent in jail decreased. This may seem
counterintuitive, but the factors included in jail time decision-making differ from sentencing
practices, including perceived threat if released, flight risk, and -- critically -- ability to post bail,
posing a different set of considerations weighted differently than those included in
determinations of sentence length. In this specification, unlike S.A.1., the variables “white,”
“serious substance dependency,” and their interaction were found to be statistically significant.
The negative coefficient on “white” demonstrates a widely recognized racial disparity that
penalizes Black people and privileges white people within the criminal justice system. The
negative “S1” coefficient and positive “white and S1” coefficient are interesting in that they
contradict both the prediction that substance dependency is more harshly penalized, and that the
penalization is even harsher for Black offenders than for their white counterparts. However, the
tables in the next portion of the results section (which demonstrate the summed interaction
coefficients and their differences) provide a clearer interpretation of this effect.
(See Table 8c.)
Regression S.N.1. looks at the effects of the same substance involvement specification
with pregnancy and race on sentence length; however, this sample is limited to nonviolent
offenders. Few coefficients in this model were statistically significant (amount sentence was
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suspended by and year admitted to prison), and none of those which were significant related to
the variables of interest.
(See Table 8d.)
Regression J.N.1. examined how the S1 substance specification, interacting with race and
pregnancy, influenced the amount of time nonviolent offenders spent in jail. This regression had
several significant coefficients, including the expectedly significant year admitted. Consistent
with the J.A.1 specification, the J.N.1. model demonstrated a negative coefficient for age when
arrested, indicating that younger offenders spent slightly more time in jail between arrest and
imprisonment than their older counterparts. Two of the four offense categories reported in the
regression were statistically significant, indicating that drug possession increased jail time by
about 2.4 months, while property crime decreased jail time by approximately 2.1 months.
Though these time periods may seem short, the average jail time for nonviolent offenders was
only 5.8 months. Although the J.A.1. specification found race, substance involvement, and their
interaction to be statistically significant, in the J.N.1. specification only the interaction term for
substance involvement and race was significant. Lastly, the positive coefficient on the
“Southeast” regional variable indicates that offenders within that region were likely to spend
approximately an additional 1.4 months in jail between arrest and imprisonment.
The southeast coefficient in J.N.1. contradicts that from the S.A.1. model specification,
where it was statistically significant, negative, and larger than any of the other regional
coefficients. However, it is important to recognize that jail time is a different variable than
sentence length and not only reflects the individual offender’s circumstances but also state and
local level policies. For example, California and Illinois have recently completely eliminated
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cash bail,128 and several other states throughout the country have passed reforms over the past
few years,129 which plays a huge role in altering the size and composition of the pretrial detainee
population. Additionally, conditions for pretrial release (or hold) vary by state, jurisdiction, and
often capacity, at least partially explaining direction and magnitude changes in regional
coefficients.
(See Table 8e.)
Regression S.D.1. examines the relationship of s1 substance dependency, race, and
pregnancy status to sentence length outcomes among drug offenders. Year admitted, months of
sentence suspended, and the regional coefficient were the only significant coefficients in this
specification of the sentencing model.
(See Table 8f.)
The J.D.1. specification, which examined the effects of substance dependency, race, and
pregnancy on jail time outcomes for drug offenders, revealed little new information. Age when
arrested was, again, significant and negative at a small fraction of a month. The interaction
between substance dependency and race was also significant and negative, indicating that being
white with a serious substance dependency resulted in a jail time decrease of around 2.7 months.
The coefficient sum and significance testing tables in the following section provide further
clarification on interpreting this coefficient and the significance of different interactions. Of the
six dummy variables for drug(s) involved in offense, only crack was significant, indicating that
129 “The System: The State of Bail Reform,” The Marshall Project, October 30, 2020,
https://www.themarshallproject.org/2020/10/30/the-state-of-bail-reform.
128 Ari Shapiro, “California Does Away With Cash Bail For Those Who Can’t Afford It,” All Things Considered (National
Public Radio, March 29, 2021),
https://www.npr.org/2021/03/29/982417595/california-does-away-with-cash-bail-for-those-who-cant-afford-it.; Cheryl
Corley, “Illinois Becomes 1st State To Eliminate Cash Bail,” National Public Radio, February 22, 2021,
https://www.npr.org/2021/02/22/970378490/illinois-becomes-first-state-to-eliminate-cash-bail.
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offenders whose crimes involved crack spent 2.6 less months in jail between arrest and
imprisonment.
(See Table 9a.)
Regression S.A.2. is the first specification of the model using S2, “substance use 30 days
prior to arrest,” as the variable for substance involvement. In this specification, several regional
variables (Southwest, Midwest, Southeast) were found to be statistically significant at the 1%
level and indicate that being located in the Southeast decreases sentence length by around twenty
nine years, while the Southwest coefficient decreases sentence length by about twenty six and a
half years, and the Midwest coefficient decreases sentence length by just over twenty two years.
For context, the mean sentence length of all sentenced offenders was 271.54 months, or roughly
22.6 years. Though it may seem improbable that the region coefficients could approximate for an
amount of time greater than the average sentence length, the constant value alone is 9,079.8
years, and the several statistically significant offense categories have coefficients in with values
in the hundreds of months (rape/sexual assault has a negative coefficient worth around 58 years,
which is then further decreased by the negative coefficient of 45.3 for the violent crime category
of rape; robbery is -35.6 years, etc.). It is important to keep in mind when looking at the
sentencing group regression output tables that there are around ninety variables specifying NCRP
code that further clarify offense type and its impact on sentence length. Year admitted, age when
arrested, and months of sentence suspended were also significant and consistent with prior
sentencing regressions; however, none of the variables of interest (i.e., those relating to race,
pregnancy, or substance use) were significant in the S.A.2. specification.
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(See Table 9b.)
Regression J.A.2. looks at jail time within offenders using the S2 substance level
specification. Consistent with prior jail time specifications, this version of the model revealed
statistically significant coefficients for year admitted and age when arrested. Additionally, the
interaction term for substance use and white was significant at the 1% level, indicating that white
substance users would receive 7.7 additional months. The pregnancy coefficient was also found
to be statistically significant at the 1% level in the J.A.2. model, resulting in a decrease of 7.5
months for pregnant offenders. The average sentence length for pregnant offenders in the jail
population was 5.1 months,130 as opposed to 8.8 months for all offenders in the jail population.
(See Table 9c.)
This specification examined the impact of S2 level substance involvement with race and
pregnancy on sentence length among nonviolent sentenced offenders, finding year of admission
and months suspended to be significant (consistent with prior sentence length specifications of
the model). The only variable related to pregnancy, substance use, or race was the interaction
term between substance user 30 days prior to arrest (S2) and race.
(See Table 9d.)
The J.N.2 specification, looking at jail time for nonviolent offenders using S2 (substance
use within the 30 days prior to arrest), displayed results similar to the J.N.1 specification in that
year admitted was statistically significant as was the Southeast regional coefficient, which
increased jail time by approximately 1.5 months. Similar to other jail specifications, the
130 The full summary statistics, including those for the group of only those offenders who are pregnant, are available as
Stata log output in the Additional Materials Google Drive folder
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1V2A_Jog2__rDvhxnkNQzRrVGuWE4_U-A?usp=sharing.
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coefficient for age when arrested was also significant and negative, indicating that older
offenders spent less time in jail but only by around one tenth of a month (around 3 days) per year
of age. In this specification, as was the case in the J.N.1 model, drug possession and “other
property crime” were the only two statistically significant offense categories, with drug
possession increasing jail time by approximately 2.3 months, while other property crime had a
negative coefficient of around 2 months, both close to the 2-2.4 month values of the same
variables in the J.N.1 regression. Of the pregnancy, substance use, and race variables, only the
dummy for white was significant in the J.N.2 specification, reducing sentence by approximately
1 month.
(See Table 9e.)
The S.D.2. specification, looking at race pregnancy and substance use within the 30 days
before arrest, produced similar results to prior sentencing regressions, where year admitted and
months of sentence suspended were significant. Additionally, in this specification, meth being
involved in (at least one of) the offense(s) added 45.6 months -- whereas in the S.D.1.
specification, none of the drug(s) involved variables were statistically significant. A potential
reason why meth might result in harsher sentencing than the other drugs looked at is that the
dummy variables for substance(s) involved do not differentiate between the type(s) of drug
offenses that the specific substances were involved in, nor the year of offense, which, critically,
could provide data explaining why meth was significant.
(See Table 9f.)
The J.D.2. specification did not have many significant results, with age when arrested
being the only coefficient of significance.
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(See Table 10a.)
The S.A.3. specification (where substance level “S3” referred to whether the offender
was under the influence of drugs or alcohol, or had drugs/alcohol in their system at the time of
arrest), looked at substance involvement, race, and pregnancy among all sentenced offenders.
The results of this regression were similar to that of the earlier sentencing regressions, where
months suspended, age, and year admitted were statistically significant at the 1% or 5% level.
Additionally, the two crime categories of rape/sexual assault and robbery were again significant
among all sentenced offenders, with the violent crime category of rape also found significant at
the 5% level. The three regions (southwest, midwest, southeast) found to be significant in S.A.2.
were also significant in the S.A.3. specification, with very similar coefficients.
(See Table 10b.)
The J.A.3. specification found age when arrested and year of admission to be significant,
similar to prior J.A. regressions, and additionally found the race dummy variable for white to be
significant such that the coefficient for “white” indicated a 4.3 month decrease in sentence
length.
(See Table 10c.)
Consistent with prior sentence length regressions on the sample of nonviolent offenders,
both year admitted and months of sentence suspended were statistically significant. The
interaction variable for both substance involved (S3, under the influence when arrested) and
“substance involved and white” were statistically significant, with the S3 coefficient of +38.5
months and the S3 & white coefficient reducing sentence length by 59.2 months. This implies
that the impact of being under the influence at the time of offense increases sentence length by
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38.5 months (or an additional 3.2 years) if the offender is Black, yet decreases sentence length by
20.7 months (or approximately 1.7 years) if the offender is white. The tables in the next results
section further clarify how to interpret the interaction coefficients.
(See Table 10d.)
The J.N.3. specification demonstrated similar results to prior J.N. regressions, with the
southeast increasing jail time, and year and age both factoring in at comparable levels to that of
their effects in prior J.N. iterations. Of the variables relating to race, pregnancy, and substance
involvement, only the race dummy variable was statistically significant, indicating that white
offenders spend one less month in jail than their Black counterparts.
(See Table 10e.)
Within the S.D.3. specification, year admitted and months of sentence suspended were
significant and demonstrated similar effects to prior S.D. iterations. Noticeably, once again, meth
was the only statistically significant drug among the “drug(s) involved in the offense” variables,
with a coefficient of plus 43.5 months (3.6 years) among an offender group in which the average
sentence length is approximately 9.3 years and where approximately one third of all offenders
had meth involved in their drug-related offense -- a percentage which is over double the
prevalence of any of the other substances included in the regressions.131 Consistent with the
S.N.3. regression, the coefficients for both S3, under the influence at the time of arrest, and the
interaction between S3 and white were statistically significant, with S3 individually increasing
sentence length (but decreasing sentence length when combined with the “white” dummy).
131 See Finding 1 under “Secondary Findings, Importance, and Avenues of Further Research” within the Discussion section
of this thesis for a note on the evolving role of methamphetamine in the War on Drugs.
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In the S.D.3. specification, the S3 variable causes a 73.6 month (or approximately 6.1
year) increase in sentence length, which is almost double the 3.1 year increase for Black
offenders who were under the influence at the time of arrest in the S.N.3. specification. The net
effect for white offenders under the influence when arrested is a 57 month (or approximately a
4.7 year) decrease in sentence length in the S.D.3. specification, a negative coefficient nearly two
and three quarters times that in the S.N.3. specification. Although the following results section
clarifies the value and significance of the summed coefficients, these initial results suggest that
the consequences for being under the influence of drugs during the offense are divided along
racial lines, working to the benefit of white offenders and to the detriment of Black offenders,
with a larger disparity presenting among the population of drug offenders than the group of all
nonviolent offenders.
(See Table 10f.)
Consistent with the majority of drug jail time specifications, age when arrested was
significant, negative, and around one tenth of a month per year of age in the J.D.3. specification.
Surprisingly, the coefficient for “nonviolent” (meaning that the offender was not categorized as
having committed a violent offense) was statistically significant as a positive coefficient,
indicating that being a nonviolent offender increased jail time by 2.9 months. This coefficient
sign might seem odd, as decisions made around pretrial detention (jail) involve not only the
ability to post bail but also consider flight risk and the threat offenders pose to themselves and
others if released. However, numerous studies have shown the inaccuracies and racial biases
related to risk assessment and that the majority of pretrial detainees are nonviolent, low-risk
offenders, simply unable to post bail for the minor offense for which they are held.132 The ability
132 Cynthia E. Jones, “‘Give Us Free’: Addressing Racial Disparities in Bail Essing Racial Disparities in Bail
Determinations,” NYU Journal of Legislation and Public Policy 16 (2013): 917.; Hood and Schneider, “Bail and Pretrial
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to include more detailed data regarding income and financial liquidity of the offender in any jail
time model would likely provide a far more predictive effect than any proxy coefficient for being
“nonviolent” (and thus “lower risk”) can offer.
Summed Coefficients for Variables of Interest
The tables presented in this section include the regression output for the variables of
interest relating to race, pregnancy status, and substance involvement, as well as the calculated
coefficient sums and their statistical significance. The leftmost columns include the regression
output without modification. The right side of each table, under the subheading “Calculating
Coefficient Sums to Match Offender Descriptions” lists several offender descriptions regarding
the race, pregnancy status, and substance involvement. Under each offender description is a 0 or
1 (indicating how that offender description would be coded in the model by corresponding with
the variables on the left) such that an offender described as pregnant and Black would be coded
as “0” in the row corresponding with the variable “white” but “1” in the row corresponding with
the variable “pregnant,” and so on. At the bottom of each offender description column in the
table is the summed coefficient corresponding with that column’s description, calculated as the
sum of the products multiplying the value of that column’s dummy coefficients with the
regression coefficients in each corresponding row. The statistical significance of the summed
coefficients, indicated using the same asterisk system as in prior sections, was calculated by
performing F tests in each regression for each coefficient.
Detention: Contours and Causes of Temporal and County Variation,” RSF: The Russell Sage Foundation Journal of the
Social Sciences 5, no. 1 (2019): 126, https://doi.org/10.7758/rsf.2019.5.1.06.
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(See Tables 11a., 11b.)
The substance level “S” in the two summed coefficient tables of the sentence length
regressions (above) refers to whether the controlling offense was a drug offense or not. Among
both the full sentenced offender population and the population of sentenced nonviolent offenders,
none of the individual coefficients in question, nor their sums, were found to be statistically
significant.
(See Tables 12a.- 12c.)
In none of the sentencing regression specifications in which substance level was defined
as S1 (serious substance dependency) were the individual coefficients relating to race,
pregnancy, or their interactions statistically significant. This held true for the F tests performed
on the summed coefficients, indicating that there was no significant effect for any of the
variables of interest among any of the offender groups using the S1 specification.
(See Tables 13a.-13c.)
The tables referenced above, which illustrate the significance of the S2 specification
regression coefficients and summed coefficients, indicate similarly insignificant results to the S1
specification, with the exception of the interaction term for S2 (drug use 30 days prior to arrest)
and the dummy variable for white, which had a significant negative effect in both the group of
drug offenders and the group of nonviolent offenders, indicating that the effect of being a white
substance user decreased sentence length by 3.2 years, while being a white substance user in the
drug group decreased sentence length by 8.5 years. However, the result of the F test for the
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summed “substance white” coefficient, which describes the sum for white offenders who are
substance involved and not pregnant, was not statistically significant.
(See Tables 14a.-14c.)
As in all other sentencing regressions, the variables of interest and their summed
coefficients were all statistically insignificant among the group of “all offenders.” While I had
predicted that the effects of pregnancy, substance use, and their interactions would not hold
among the “all offenders” group as the presence of violent offenders already violates the norms
of femininity that contribute to paternalistic sentencing biases, it is odd that race did not present
as statistically significant in any of the sentencing regressions, as racial disparities in sentencing
outcomes have been well established in countless studies, regardless of offense type.
In this specification, among the nonviolent offenders group and drug offenders group, the
regression coefficients for substance involvement at the S3 level (under the influence at the time
of arrest) and the interaction term for substance involvement and race were both found to be
significant such that being under the influence at the time of arrest increased sentence length
unless the offender was white, in which case sentence length decreased. These coefficients
indicate that the effect of the S3 variable increased sentence length by 3.2 years for Black
nonviolent offenders and by 6.1 years for Black drug offenders; although sentence length
increases caused by S3 would be counteracted if the offender was white and substance involved
(which reduced sentence length by 4.9 years in the nonviolent group and by 10.9 years in the
drug group).
These results are slightly confusing, as it is hard to imagine white offenders being
privileged for being both white and under the influence of drugs or alcohol at the time of their
offense, as opposed to simply being privileged for their whiteness (which would be demonstrated
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with a negative, statistically significant coefficient for the “white” dummy variable). However,
over half of both the drug and nonviolent offender populations in the sentencing regressions fit
the S3 criteria, and among both groups, the percentage of white offenders under the influence at
the time of arrest was even higher (71% of white drug offenders and 64% of white nonviolent
offenders), which could have potentially reduced the ability of the “white” variable to, by itself,
provide a stronger indication of the effect of race than the interaction term for white and S3
variable. This could also explain the significance of the “substance involvement and white”
effects among drug and nonviolent offenders in the S2 specification, where the coefficient for
“white” alone was both insignificant and positive, while the white and S2 coefficient was
negative and significant. Of the drug offenders included in the sentencing regressions, 85% fit
S2, including 85% of all white drug offenders, such that offenders who were white and had used
substances within 30 days of arrest made up 72% of the entire drug sample in the sentencing
regressions.
(See Tables 15a., 15b.)
In the first two jail time regressions, which specify substance involvement (S) as simply
being a drug offender, the dummy variable for white was statistically significant, consistent with
previous literature and with the predictions. Also consistent with predictions, none of the
pregnancy and substance interactions were significant among the “all” offender group, which
included violent offenders. Among the nonviolent offender regression, the F test for the summed
coefficients of the pregnancy and race interaction term was statistically significant and the
coefficients for both pregnant Black and pregnant white were negative. However, it became clear
that the negative effect of pregnancy benefitted pregnant white offenders, for whom pregnancy
accounted for a 2.17 month decrease in jail time, far more than it benefitted pregnant Black
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offenders, for whom pregnancy only decreased jail time by approximately 0.02 months (or less
than a day). While white offenders spent approximately 1.2 months less in jail than their Black
counterparts, pregnant white offenders spent approximately 3.4 months less in jail than their
Black and not pregnant counterparts, and with essentially a fraction of a day’s difference in
comparison to their Black and pregnant counterparts. Despite the absence of any statistically
significant results indicating an interaction with substance involvement at the “S” level (being a
drug offender), a three month difference in jail time has serious implications for pregnancy
outcomes.
(See Tables 16a.-16c.)
The significance of individual variables and interaction terms in the regression, and their
summed coefficients, varied in the S1 (serious substance dependency) specification of the jail
time regressions. The “white” dummy variable was only found to be statistically significant
among the population of all offenders (where substance involvement and the interaction term
between substance involvement and race were also found to be statistically significant as
individual regression coefficients) but not in the F tests performed on their sums. For both the
nonviolent and drug populations, the interaction term between substance involvement and the
white dummy variable was significant.
However, among drug offenders, only the summed coefficients for pregnancy, race, and
substance use were significant, while among nonviolent offenders, the summed coefficients for
pregnancy and race, substance involvement and race, and pregnancy interacting with substance
involvement and race were all found to be significant. Interestingly, the summed coefficients for
pregnancy interacting with substance use and race in both the population of nonviolent offenders
and drug offenders worked contradictorily to the prediction in that Black, pregnant,
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substance-involved offenders spent less time in jail than their white, pregnant,
substance-involved counterparts. In the nonviolent offender group, offenders who were Black,
pregnant, and had a serious substance dependency spent approximately 2 fewer months in jail
than their Black, not substance-dependent, not substance-involved counterparts while white,
pregnant, substance-dependent offenders spent only 1.7 months fewer than their Black, not
pregnant, not substance-dependent counterparts. For drug offenders, Black, pregnant,
substance-dependent offenders spent approximately 6 fewer months in jail than their Black, not
pregnant, not substance-dependent counterparts -- while white pregnant substance-dependent
offenders spent 3.4 months fewer than their Black, not pregnant, not substance-dependent
counterparts.
While the results of the triple interaction between S1, race, and pregnancy status
contradict the hypothesis that Black, pregnant, substance-involved offenders would be treated
more harshly than their white counterparts as well as their not pregnant or not substance involved
Black counterparts, the other significant summed coefficients from the J.N.1. regression do align
with predictions: pregnant white offenders spent less time in jail than their nonpregnant white
counterparts and their pregnant Black counterparts, and white substance users spent less time in
jail than did their Black counterparts. However, the interaction term for white and
substance-dependent did contradict the prediction that white substance users would spend more
time in jail than their white and not substance-dependent counterparts. It seems odd that white
substance users might receive more lenient sentences than their white and not
substance-dependent counterparts, but 84% of white nonviolent offenders in the nonviolent jail
time regression met the S1 criteria, and 69% of all nonviolent offenders in the jail regression met
the S1 criteria, potentially indicating that a small sample size would inhibit the ability for a
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strong race effect to present among all groups of white offenders, including those not
substance-involved.133
(See Tables 17a.-17c.)
In the S2 specification, where substance involvement is defined as substance use within
the 30 days prior to arrest, the race dummy “white” was statistically significant among the
population of all offenders, as well as among the population of nonviolent offenders, but not
among the population of drug offenders. Of the variables relating to race, pregnancy, substance
involvement and their interactions, only one was significant as a regression coefficient --
“substance involved and white” among all offenders -- however, the summed coefficient for
substance-involved and white was not statistically significant in the J.A.2. (all offender, S2)
specification of the model. While race was the only significant regression coefficient in the
J.N.2. specification, the summed coefficient for pregnant and white was significant, and
demonstrated the effect predicted: that pregnant white offenders would spend less time in jail
than their Black pregnant counterparts (and than their white and not pregnant counterparts),
while Black pregnant offenders would spend more time in jail than their white pregnant
counterparts and than their Black and not pregnant counterparts. In the S.N.2. specification,
pregnant Black offenders spent 1.18 more months in jail than their Black and not pregnant
counterparts, while white offenders spent 3.8 months less in jail than their Black and not
pregnant counterparts.
The summed coefficients for the triple interaction between race, pregnancy, and
substance involvement were found to be significant among both the group of drug offenders and
133 Potential explanations for the absence of a consistent race effect for those offenders not substance-involved, as well as
for the negative coefficients for the “white and substance-involved” variables, can be found under the first point under the
subheading “Interpretations of Statistical Analysis and Primary Findings” of the Discussion section of this thesis.
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all nonviolent offenders, with the nonviolent offender sums matching the predictions that white,
pregnant, substance-involved offenders would spend less time in jail than their Black, pregnant,
substance involved counterparts, but the relationship reverses among the group of drug
offenders.
(See Tables 18a.-18c.)
As was the case in the S2 specifications, the “white” race dummy variable was only
significant in the regressions among all offenders and nonviolent offenders for the S3 (under the
influence at the time of arrest) specifications. Again, as predicted, none of the other variables or
summed coefficients relating to race, pregnancy or substance use, and their interactions, for the
“all offenders” S3 specification were significant. Among the nonviolent and drug populations,
the summed coefficients for race interacting with pregnancy, and for race and pregnancy
interacting with substance use, were statistically significant. The summed coefficients for
“pregnant white” offenders in both the drug and nonviolent regressions aligned with the
prediction that pregnant white offenders would spend less time in jail than their white and not
pregnant counterparts, however in both regressions there was little evidence to suggest that
prediction that offenders who were pregnant and Black would spend more time in jail than
offenders who were Black and not pregnant was true.
Further, although the nonviolent offender summed coefficient results aligned with the
prediction that pregnant white offenders would spend less time in jail than their pregnant and
Black counterparts, the opposite was true for the drug population specification. The prediction
that pregnant, substance involved white offenders would spend less time in jail than their Black,
pregnant, and substance involved counterparts held for both the nonviolent and drug regression
summed coefficients, however only the nonviolent regression upheld the prediction that
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pregnant, Black, substance involved offenders would spend more time in jail than their not
pregnant, not substance involved, Black counterparts.
The following tables include the summed coefficients with their significance for the
sentence length and jail time regressions.
(See Table 19a.)
As is evidenced by the dearth of asterisks above, only two of the summed coefficients in
the sentencing regressions, in any specification, were found to be statistically significant, despite
a few interaction terms producing significant coefficients in the regression.134 The two significant
coefficients represented the increase in sentence length that Black offenders who met the S3
criteria (under the influence at the time of offense) among nonviolent offenders and among drug
offenders. In both of these cases, as predicted, being under the influence (a level of substance
involvement) increased penalties for Black offenders, however this increase was approximately
3.2 years among nonviolent offenders, and approximately 6.1 years among drug offenders,
reflecting a difference disproportionate to the 0.85 year (roughly 10 month) difference in average
sentence length between nonviolent offenders and drug offenders.
(See Table 19b.)
The table above, which illustrates the jail time regression results, shows far more
significant results than the sentencing regressions. For each substance specification, the white
dummy variable was significant among all offenders, consistently reducing jail time, and ranging
from -4.02 months to -7.46 months, in a sample where offenders averaged 8.83 months in jail.
134 It is important to note that in the robust regressions a much larger number of summed coefficients were statistically
significant. Full results of the robust regressions are available in the Additional Materials folder at
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1V2A_Jog2__rDvhxnkNQzRrVGuWE4_U-A?usp=sharing.
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The race dummy variable for white was also significant in three of the four specifications for
nonviolent offenders, but the size of its effect had much less variation between specifications as
each model ranged between 1.05-1.21 months in a sample where offenders averaged 5.79 months
in jail. These results are in line with a large body of literature demonstrating that race plays a role
in length of pretrial detention, working to the benefit of white offenders, who spend less time in
jail between arrest and imprisonment. The race dummy variable was noticeably not significant in
any of the drug regressions, likely due in large part to the heightened substance-involvement
rates and smaller sample size, as over 60% of drug offenders included in each specification of the
jail time regressions met the criteria for white and substance-involved being used in that
specification.
Among the jail time regressions run in the nonviolent offender population, the
interactions between pregnancy and race were significant, but not consistent in direction. White
pregnant offenders in the nonviolent population consistently spent less time in jail than their
Black and not pregnant counterparts, by between 3.40 and 3.88 months, all of which
demonstrated a larger difference than the difference between white (not pregnant) and Black
offenders.
In all of the nonviolent offender regressions, the summed coefficients for pregnant and
white represented a larger decrease in jail time than the summed coefficients for pregnant Black
offenders, in line with the prediction that pregnant white offenders spend less time in jail than
their Black pregnant counterparts. However, among nonviolent offenders, three out of the four
summed coefficients were negative, meaning that pregnant Black offenders spend less time in
jail than their Black and not pregnant counterparts, contradicting the prediction that Black
pregnant offenders would spend more time in jail than their Black and not pregnant counterparts.
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The sole result indicating such an effect was in the S2 nonviolent specification, in which
offenders who were Black and pregnant spent an additional 1.2 months in jail than their Black,
not pregnant counterparts, which likely does not hold considering that it only presented once out
of 22 regressions. The interaction between pregnancy and race held significant in only one of the
three drug drug offender regressions, and was inconsistent with both the prediction that pregnant
white offenders offenders would spend less time in jail than their pregnant Black counterparts
and with the prediction that pregnant Black offenders would spend more time in jail than their
Black and not pregnant counterparts.
Of all of the jail time regressions, only two specifications, both among nonviolent
offenders, demonstrated statistically significant effects for the summed coefficients of substance
use and race.135 In both the S1 and S3 jail time specifications for nonviolent offenders, being a
white substance user or being a Black substance user both decreased jail time; however, for
Black substance users, it was by a fraction of a month, while for white substance users, jail time
decreased by one or two months.
Testing Differences Between Offender Descriptions Using Summed Coefficients
The following two tables illustrate the difference between pairs of coefficient sums (in
the leftmost column) which tests several hypotheses, with row order corresponding as follows: 1)
pregnant Black substance-involved offenders will be more harshly penalized (spend more time in
jail / receive longer sentences) than their white counterparts; 2) pregnancy results in harsher
penalization among Black offenders; 3) pregnancy results in more lenient penalization among
white offenders; 4) among pregnant white offenders, substance involvement will result in harsher
135 It is important to note that in the robust regressions several additional summed coefficients were statistically significant.
Full results of the robust regressions are available in the Additional Materials folder at
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1V2A_Jog2__rDvhxnkNQzRrVGuWE4_U-A?usp=sharing.
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penalization; 5) among pregnant Black offenders, substance involvement will result in harsher
penalization; 6) among pregnant substance-involved offenders, Black offenders will be more
harshly penalized than their white counterparts; 7) among both pregnant and nonpregnant
substance-involved offenders, Black offenders will be more harshly penalized than their white
counterparts; 8) among Black substance-involved offenders, offenders who are pregnant will be
more harshly penalized; 9) among white substance-involved offenders, pregnancy will decrease
penalization.136
(See Table 20a.)
Of the sentence length regressions, very few of the coefficient sum comparisons were
statistically significant.137 The only comparisons with statistically significant results revolved
around substance involvement. These included the difference between Black (not pregnant)
substance-involved offenders and white (not pregnant) substance-involved offenders, which was
predicted to be positive, indicating that Black nonpregnant substance-involved offenders receive
harsher (longer) sentences than their white counterparts; the difference between white
nonpregnant substance-involved offenders and their white counterparts who were neither
pregnant nor substance-involved, which was predicted to be positive to indicate that substance
involvement increased sentence length, and the difference between Black nonpregnant
substance-involved offenders and their Black counterparts who were neither pregnant nor
substance-involved, which was predicted to be positive to indicate that substance involvement
increased sentence length. None of these relationships proved statistically significant in the “all
137 However the results of the robust regressions, available in the Additional Materials Google Drive folder, found
more significant sum comparisons.
136 Also see Table 6., “Coefficient Comparisons Used in The Second Set of Significance Tests, Predicted Relationship of
Summed Coefficients To Each Other, and Interpretation of Relationships and Predictions.” from the Methods section
which provides an interpretation guide for Table 20a. and 20b.
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offenders” sample, and the disparities between (1) Black and white nonpregnant
substance-involved offenders, (2) nonpregnant white substance-involved offenders and their
white non-substance-involved counterparts, and (3) nonpregnant Black substance-involved
offenders and their Black non-substance-involved counterparts were all larger among the drug
offender specifications than among the specifications that included all nonviolent offenders. For
example, using the S3 specification of substance involvement (under the influence at the time of
arrest), the difference between Black and white offenders who were substance-involved but not
pregnant proved significant in both the nonviolent and drug offender samples, but the results of
the nonviolent specification indicate that among S3 substance-involved nonpregnant offenders,
being Black resulted in 38.45 additional months, or 3.2 years, than for white offenders who were
under the influence of drugs or alcohol at the time of the offense, however among drug
offenders, that gap nearly tripled, to 102.72 more months, or 8.6 years.
For context, the average sentence length in the drug offender sample was 111.07 months,
or 9.3 years, while the average sentence length in the nonviolent offenders regression was 100.9
months, or 8.4 years. So, while the group of drug offenders has (on average) longer sentences
than those among the population of all nonviolent offenders, the proportional increase of the
coefficient differences (38.45 months more for Black S3 offenders in the nonviolent regression,
which averaged 100.9 months versus 102.72 months more in the drug regression which averaged
111.07 months) reveals a sharp contrast in the size of the racial gap in the effect of being under
the influence at the time of the offense. The difference in the size of the gap between Black S3
offenders and white S3 offenders may potentially be explained by the breakdown of those
demographics within their respective sample populations.
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Of the nonviolent sentenced offenders included in the sentencing regressions, 18% of
offenders were Black, a number not too different from the 15% of offenders who were Black in
the drug sample for sentencing regressions. However, in the nonviolent sample, 45% of Black
offenders and 53% of white offenders met the S3 criteria, while approximately 60% of Black
offenders and 60% of white offenders met the S3 criteria in the drug sample, indicating the
potential for some of the race effect (which did not present as statistically significant in the drug
or nonviolent S3 sentencing regression specifications) to have been absorbed within the race and
substance involvement interaction terms, since they covered such a high portion of the
population for both Black and white offenders in the drug and nonviolent samples, but more so
in the drug sample.
There was also a statistically significant difference of 70.31 months, or 5.9 years,
between Black and white substance-involved drug offenders in the S2 specification (substance
use in the 30 days prior to arrest), but this effect did not present in any of the other S2
specifications among the sentencing regressions. Although this test of significance is specifically
looking at race and substance involvement as they interact, it is entirely possible that small
sample size inhibited the presentation of a race effect, considering that 85% of sentenced drug
offenders met the S2 criteria, the highest rate of “substance involvement” in any of the sentenced
offender groups and substance involvement specifications.
Interestingly, the gaps in comparing nonpregnant offenders within the racial groups Black
and white to examine the effect of substance involvement within that group both replicated the
pattern in which substance involvement made a larger difference among drug offenders than
among the nonviolent group, but also demonstrated different effect directions on the basis of
race, such that white nonpregnant offenders who were substance-involved receive shorter
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sentences than their white nonpregnant non-substance-involved counterparts, contradicting the
hypothesized relationship, while Black nonpregnant offenders who were substance-involved
receive longer sentences than their nonpregnant and non-substance-involved counterparts.
(See Table 20b.)
The coefficient comparison results from the jail time specifications differed from those in
the sentencing specifications in that a couple of pregnancy-related effects were significant among
white offenders, and that the substance involvement-related effects were not exclusively limited
to the nonviolent and drug offender samples. The two regressions where pregnancy played a
significant effect (differentiating between non-substance-involved white and
non-substance-involved pregnant white offenders) were in the nonviolent group, with the
specifications “S” for drug offenders and “S1” for serious substance dependency. The summed
coefficients’ difference in the case of “pregnant white - white” indicates that pregnant white
offenders (who are not substance-involved) spend 2.19 months (S specification) or 3.96 (S1
specification) months less in jail than their white, not substance-involved, not pregnant
counterparts. The results of this summed coefficient test demonstrates the relationship predicted,
in which offenders fitting patriarchal and racist norms of femininity (i.e. that pregnancy and
childbearing are valued and worth protecting) and whiteness benefit from paternalistic and
protective biases that punish them more leniently. However, the fact that these results only
presented as significant in two out of the eleven jail time regressions indicates that they are not
as robust as expected, but could also be a result of the small portion of white and pregnant white
offenders who did not meet the criteria for substance involvement.
The second pregnancy-related effect which proved statistically significant was the
difference between white offenders who were neither pregnant nor substance-involved and their
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white counterparts who were both pregnant and substance-involved. This relationship is
important to test, as it demonstrates a different effect than that which simply results from
summing the isolated effects of pregnancy and substance involvement among white offenders.
The relationship demonstrated that white offenders who are pregnant and substance-involved
spend less time in jail than their white counterparts who fit neither of those criteria (as predicted,
and functioning in the same direction as both pregnancy and substance involvement among white
offenders), however, the size of this effect was smaller than that of the pregnancy effect itself,
and than that of the isolated pregnancy effect summed with the isolated effect for substance
involvement, indicating that there is potentially something unique about being both
substance-involved and pregnant that causes white, pregnant, substance-involved offenders to
spend more time in jail than their pregnant but non-substance-involved counterparts, without
gaining the added leniency afforded to nonpregnant white substance-involved offenders, despite
overall spending less time in jail than their counterparts who were neither substance-involved nor
pregnant.
The racial disparity among nonpregnant, substance-involved Black and white offenders
was statistically significant among drug offenders and nonviolent offenders, but no other
specifications of the jail time regressions. The difference between Black and white
substance-dependent offenders was positive for both the nonviolent and drug specification of the
jail time regressions, as predicted, indicating that Black substance-dependent offenders spend
more time in jail than their white counterparts. As was the case with the results of the coefficient
comparisons in the sentence length specifications, the gap between Black and white
substance-dependent offenders was larger in among drug offenders than among the group of
nonviolent offenders, in this case with a gap of 1.7 months additional jail time for Black
76
substance-dependent offenders over their white counterparts in the nonviolent specification, and
2.36 months difference in the drug specification. The average jail time for nonviolent offenders
was 5.79 months, roughly equivalent to the 5.82 month jail time average among drug offenders.
Since 74% of drug offenders met the S1 (serious substance dependency) criteria, and 69% of
nonviolent offenders met the S1 criteria, yet neither the nonviolent nor drug S1 jail time
specification had a statistically significant coefficient for race, it is possible that part of the race
effect was absorbed in these comparisons.
The racial disparity among substance-involved offenders presented in both sentence
length and jail time outcomes, although not with 100% consistency. Though the vast majority of
the significant results did occur in the direction predicted, such that being a Black, nonpregnant,
substance-involved offender resulted in more jail or prison time than being a white, nonpregnant,
substance-involved offender, different model specifications produced different levels of
significance for the results. In all of the significant results, however, the gap between Black and
white substance-involved offenders was larger among drug offenders than in the full nonviolent
offender group (and would likely be larger still were drug offenses excluded from the
“nonviolent” regressions).
Discussion
Interpretations of Statistical Analysis and Primary Findings
It is difficult to draw wide-sweeping conclusions from this dataset; however, several
discrete and meaningful findings have become clear. The following figures and tables provide
visualizations and summaries of the major findings, explained below.
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(See Figures 2-3i.)
(See Tables 21a. - 21c.)
First, racial disparities persist in sentencing and jail time patterns across all types of
offenders. Second, pregnancy has a leniency effect on length of incarceration outcomes
(meaning, on both jail time and sentence length) such that offenders who are pregnant see
decreased lengths of incarceration. Third, that this leniency effect is not applied equally, and
privileges white offenders more than their Black counterparts. Fourth, what I term to be a “racial
pregnancy gap” -- or difference in incarceration length outcomes of pregnant offenders based on
race -- presents strongly among those sentenced offenders whose controlling offense is
drug-related. Fifth, that the interaction effect created between race, pregnancy status, and
substance involvement works to disproportionately penalize Black offenders who are both
pregnant and substance involved.
1. Racial disparities persist between Black and white female offenders in both jail time
and sentence length outcomes, whether pregnant or not, substance-involved or not, or
pregnant and substance-involved.
Racism in the criminal justice system is well established, so it was not surprising that
racial disparities would persist within this dataset. As Figures 2a.-3i. demonstrate, across the vast
majority of model specifications and offender descriptions, Black offenders were consistently
given harsher sentences, and spent longer in jail between arrest and imprisonment, than did white
offenders.
The jail time regression results consistently demonstrated that white, nonpregnant,
non-substance-involved offenders spent less time in jail than their Black, nonpregnant,
non-substance-involved counterparts. This aligns with the findings of a significant body of
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literature highlighting racial disparities in pretrial detention risk assessments, bail rates, policing
tactics, and other components of the criminal justice and judicial system. In comparison, the
results of the sentencing regressions were less consistent, but all of the “white” coefficients in the
sentencing models were statistically insignificant. This is could potentially, in part, result from
the immensely high proportion of white offenders who were substance-involved, leading to
results which consistently indicate that (among sentenced offenders), those who were white and
substance-involved received shorter sentences than both their white, nonpregnant,
non-substance-involved counterparts and than their Black, nonpregnant, non-substance-involved
counterparts, or it could simply reflect heteroskedasticity, as the robust models which corrected
for this saw a larger portion of statistically significant “white” coefficients. This was also often
the case in the jail time specifications, as virtually every group of white offenders [including (1)
white, non-substance-involved, nonpregnant offenders, (2) white, substance-involved,
nonpregnant offenders, (3) white, pregnant, non-substance-involved offenders and (4) white,
substance-involved, pregnant offenders] all spent less time in jail than Black, nonpregnant,
non-substance-involved offenders. The jail time results indicated that among drug offenders,
being white and substance-involved worked in offenders’ favor, as this group experienced a
larger decrease in jail time than did offenders who were merely white but not
substance-involved. One potential explanation of this seemingly paradoxical result is that it
reflects the prevalence of substance involvement among drug offenders, with the small sample
size likely inhibiting some of the race effect due to the diminutive proportion of white drug
offenders who are not substance-involved (as opposed to indicating that the criminal justice
system treats substance-involved drug offenders more leniently). Another potential explanation is
that the results accurately reflect a reality in which white offenders who are substance-involved
79
do get more lenient sentences-- either resulting from their diversion to treatment programs, the
dismissal of bogus charges, or their increased vulnerability triggering the “judicial paternalism”
which benefits white female defendants. However, the results as presented cannot provide
enough evidence to support any one particular causal mechanism regarding the leniency faced by
white substance-involved defendants in comparison to their white, non-substance-involved
counterparts, and further investigation would be beneficial in future scholarship.
2. Pregnancy lessens length of incarceration.
For that subset of offenders who were not substance-involved, pregnancy decreased both
sentence length and jail time outcomes among both Black and white offenders across 21 out of
the 22 model specifications (with the sole exception being the S2 specification among nonviolent
offenders in which pregnancy added 1.18 months to the jail time of non-substance involved
Black offenders). In the sentence length models, this gap averaged between 6 and 7 years,
meaning that of the offenders who are not substance-involved, those who were pregnant at the
time of their entry to prison spent (on average) around 6-7 years less than their nonpregnant
counterparts. The leniency effect of pregnancy among non-substance-involved offenders in the
jail time model averaged between 3 and 5 months, notably, the length of 1-2 trimesters.
3. The “benefits” of pregnancy do not apply evenly.
As is evident from Figures 2a.-3i., the leniency corresponding with pregnancy was not
evenly distributed between white and Black offenders. In the majority of specifications, among
offenders who were pregnant and not substance-involved, racial disparities persisted. Black,
pregnant, non-substance-involved offenders received harsher outcomes than their white,
pregnant, non-substance-involved counterparts, and within each racial group, the size of the
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leniency effect of pregnancy among non-substance-involved offenders was smaller for those
offenders who were Black than those who were white.
In the sentence length regressions, even though the leniency gap created by pregnancy in
non-substance-involved offenders was consistently present among both Black and white
offenders, it tended to be larger for white offenders than their Black counterparts. Specifically,
the gap between pregnant and nonpregnant nonviolent, non-substance-involved offenders in the
S1 specification was -93.61 months for white offenders, but only -45.5 months for Black
offenders in the same specification. The gap among pregnant non-substance-involved Black
offenders and their nonpregnant, non-substance-involved Black counterparts widened the most
(to a high of -99.69 months) in the S1 specification. However, the racial difference persisted, as
the gap in that same specification between pregnant, white, non-substance-involved offenders
and their nonpregnant white, non-substance-involved counterparts was -133.37 months.
The size of the leniency benefits of pregnancy varied by race and dependent variable as
well. Pregnancy status among non-substance-involved white offenders resulted in 3.46 fewer
months in jail among the “all offenders” specifications and 3.41 fewer months in jail among the
drug offender specifications. A similar, but slightly wider, gap was observed among Black
non-substance-involved offenders, where pregnancy status resulted in a decrease of -4.95 months
among “all offenders” and -6.45 months among drug offenders. However, this gap flipped when
it came to sentence length, such that the benefits of pregnancy among non-substance-involved
offenders were much larger if the offender was white, and larger still if the offender’s controlling
offense was drug-related, as those who were white, pregnant and not substance-involved had an
average decreased sentence of -7.4 years among “all offenders” compared to their nonpregnant
white counterparts, and of -10.8 years among drug offenders. For those offenders who were
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Black and not substance-involved, the leniency effect of pregnancy was less among “all
offenders” with an average difference in summed coefficients that indicated a decrease of -6.1
years based on pregnancy, which was reduced to a decrease of only -5.5 years among drug
offenders -- meaning that the average leniency benefits of pregnancy (as determined by the
differences in summed coefficients) among non-substance involved offenders were
approximately halved if the offenders were Black.
4. The racial pregnancy gap in sentence length grew among drug offenders.
Among all the S-S3 substance-involvement specifications for sentence length regressions
which included “nonviolent” offenders, the average difference between the summed coefficients
for pregnant Black (non-substance-involved) and pregnant white (non-substance-involved)
offenders was 19.45 months, or 1.6 years, however this number grew nearly two and a half times
among drug offenders, such that among offenders who were pregnant and
non-substance-involved, being Black resulted in an average 4.02 years longer sentence than that
handed to white, pregnant, non-substance-involved offenders.
In the jail time regressions, the effect was actually flipped in the specific example of drug
offenders such that the gap between pregnant (non-substance-involved) Black offenders and their
nonpregnant counterparts was larger than that among white (nonpregnant,
non-substance-involved) drug offenders, but among nonviolent offenders and the group of “all
offenders,” being Black increased jail time among those offenders who were pregnant and not
substance-involved.
5. The penalization of substance involvement reflects racial disparities.
Black offenders who are substance-involved (and not pregnant) receive longer
incarceration periods (sentence length and jail time) than their white substance-involved (not
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pregnant) counterparts. The racial disparities in sentence length and jail time between Black
substance-involved offenders and white substance-involved offenders are magnified among the
population of drug offenders, and were largest if the offender was under the influence at the time
of arrest (S3). In both the jail time and sentence length specifications, Black offenders who met
the criteria for various levels of substance involvement had longer sentences and jail time than
their white counterparts who met the same criteria. This gap tended to be larger among
nonviolent offenders than among the full population, however it was largest among the
population of drug offenders. For example, in the sentencing regression’s nonviolent sample, the
difference between offenders who were under the influence at the time of arrest (S3) was +38.45
months if the offenders were Black, however that gap grew to 102.72 months in the population
of drug offenders. Results were similar for the S1 specification, which went from +2.98 months
between Black and white offenders with a serious substance dependency in the nonviolent
population to +36.10 months between Black and white offenders meeting that same criteria in
the drug sample. The gap between Black and white offenders who used drugs within 30 days
prior to their arrest was +20.93 months for Black offenders in the nonviolent sample, but grew to
+70.31 months in the drug sample.
While the nature of this statistical analysis does not enable or provide a definitive
identification of the causal mechanism underlying the racial sentencing disparities among
substance users, it is clear that these disparities exist, and that the size of their effect often dwarfs
the disparities between Black and white offenders who are not substance-involved. While on the
one hand it is possible that the racial divide between white and Black nonpregnant
substance-involved offenders in the sentencing regressions presents so strongly because such a
small portion of the sample is not substance involved and small sample size is already a potential
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source of error, this sample of prisoners is designed to be representative of the U.S. prison
population -- so results which indicate that racial disparities are closely tied with differential
treatment for substance users provide a critical insight into one potential source of (many) racial
disparities persisting in sentencing in the U.S.
The jail time regressions showed similar results, such that the racial disparities between
Black and white nonpregnant substance-involved offenders were at their largest among the
population of drug offenders.
6. Among those offenders who are pregnant, substance involvement worsens sentencing
outcomes.
This held true for both Black and white offenders, but demonstrated more consistent
results among the group of white offenders. In 17 out of the 18 specifications with S1-S3
substance involvement levels, white offenders who were pregnant and substance-involved
received longer incarceration outcomes than white offenders who were pregnant but not
substance-involved. In 13 of the 18 specifications, among Black pregnant offenders, those who
were substance-involved received longer incarceration outcomes than their
non-substance-involved counterparts. The gap between Black, pregnant, substance-involved
offenders and their Black, pregnant, non-substance-involved counterparts was the most
consistent in the sentence length specifications, where all 9 of 9 models demonstrated longer
sentence lengths for those pregnant Black offenders who were substance-involved than those
who were not substance-involved.
Although pregnancy nearly uniformly decreases both sentence length and jail time among
white and Black offenders, adding the factor of substance involvement lessened pregnancy’s
beneficial effects on incarceration length outcomes among both white and Black offenders, on
average. The gap created by substance involvement among pregnant offenders was frequently
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amplified among those who were Black, and several instances of a reverse pregnancy effect
presented among Black offenders when said pregnancy intersected with substance involvement,
such that the pregnant, substance-involved Black offenders receive harsher outcomes than their
nonpregnant counterparts. The ranking approximation for incarceration lengths, illustrated in
Tables 21a.-21c., was created through averaging the order (longest to shortest) of the summed
coefficients of each model specification. Among different offender types included in the sentence
length specifications (Table 21b), the summed coefficients for those who were Black, pregnant,
and substance-involved averaged the longest sentences out of all offender descriptions.
Despite the finding that substance users who were white spent less time in jail and
received shorter sentences than their white and non-substance-involved counterparts, white
offenders who were both pregnant and substance-involved spent more time in jail and had longer
sentences than their pregnant and non-substance-involved counterparts. This finding, that white,
pregnant, substance-involved offenders spent more time in jail than their white, pregnant,
non-substance-involved counterparts, indicates that the effects of pregnancy status on
confinement length outcomes for white offenders change with substance involvement -- while
pregnancy decreased jail time for white offenders, its impact tended to be weaker among those
who were substance-involved. The S1 jail time specifications provide an example of this: in the
“all offender” specification, pregnant non-substance-involved white offenders spent 5.52 fewer
months in jail than their nonpregnant non-substance-involved white counterparts, while offenders
who were white, substance-involved, and pregnant only spent 2.74 months less than their white,
non-substance-involved, nonpregnant counterparts. This pattern repeated in the “nonviolent”
specification, with pregnant and non-substance-involved offenders spending 3.96 months less
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than their nonpregnant counterparts while pregnant and substance involved white offenders spent
only 1.9 months less.
The difference between pregnant, white, substance-involved offenders and those who
were pregnant, white, and not substance-involved was reduced to a fraction of a month within
the drug offending population, yet the difference between pregnant white offenders and pregnant
white drug offenders still reveals troubling implications for prenatal health outcomes, as even
several weeks’ difference in access to prenatal care-- especially for pregnant persons going
through withdrawal-- can have devastating effects on the health of the pregnancy.
7. The effect of the interaction between pregnancy and substance involvement
discriminates against Black women.
In none of the 18 specifications with substance level ranging from S1-S3 did white,
pregnant, substance-involved offenders have longer incarceration outcomes than their white,
nonpregnant, non-substance involved counterparts. In sharp contrast, this was not the case for
eight of the 18 regressions, in which Black offenders who were both pregnant and substance
involved received harsher outcomes than their Black counterparts who were neither pregnant nor
substance-involved. In averaging the differences of the summed coefficients for offenders who
were Black, pregnant and substance-involved compared to their counterparts who were Black
and pregnant but not substance-involved, the disparities were large among drug offenders for
both the sentencing and jail time regressions, such that substance involvement increased jail time
by an average of 1.4 months, and increased sentence length by an average of 8.6 years. While
substance involvement also increased sentence length and jail time among pregnant white
offenders, the magnitude of that increase was smaller, with the largest gap in sentence length
being 6.3 years among drug offenders, while pregnant substance-involved white drug offenders
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spent a mere 0.45 months in jail longer than their pregnant and not substance-involved
counterparts.
Among the sentencing regressions, the difference between pregnant, Black
substance-involved offenders and their pregnant, white, substance-involved counterparts
demonstrated consistent racial bias which penalized the offenders who were Black, pregnant, and
substance-involved with sentence lengths between 4.43 months to 165.89 months longer than
those of their white, pregnant, substance-involved counterparts. Among offenders who were
pregnant and substance involved, the largest average difference in summed coefficients based on
race occured in the drug offender specification, where those who were Black received an
additional 6.3 years over their white counterparts, as opposed to the 5.3 year average difference
in the “all offender” group and the 0.6 year difference among all nonviolent offenders.
Secondary Findings, Importance, and Avenues of Further Research
In addition to the statistically-based findings above, there are also three important
observations worthy of discussion in the context of this thesis:
1. An extremely high proportion of offenders are substance-involved to one degree or
another. The most salient drug of this dataset was meth, indicating a shift from the
crack-based drug war to one focused on methamphetamine.
While this was not initially a focus of my research, the frequency with which the meth
coefficient appeared statistically significant, its consistent effect of increasing length of
incarceration outcomes, and the sheer size of the population of incarcerated women who were
involved with meth signals that it plays a much larger role in the new wave of the War on
Women and Drugs. While the majority of literature on the War on Drugs in connection to
pregnancy and women has focused on crack cocaine, there is a growing body of literature that
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draws parallels between meth and crack, pointing to mandatory minimums, media treatment,
sensationalization, and unique impacts on criminalizing women.138 Unfortunately it is not within
the scope of this thesis to conduct a further examination or discussion of the unique role of
methamphetamine laws and usage, but it merits further research and consideration in
investigations of the specific policies and mechanisms through which pregnant,
substance-involved, vulnerable women are criminalized.
2. There is a dearth of data surrounding pregnancy and imprisonment.
This dataset is one of the only publicly-accessible sources of pregnancy-related data for
incarcerated persons;139 however, it is woefully incomplete. The sole pregnancy status-related
question in the dataset asks “When you were admitted to prison [DATE_ADMIT], were you
pregnant?” What this question does not include is: “When you were admitted to prison, did you
already know that you were pregnant?” as many incarcerated persons first learn about their
pregnancy when they are tested upon entry.140 The survey also does not ask whether the offender
had to (or was even afforded the opportunity to) take a pregnancy test upon admission to prison,
as in some cases these tests are only available upon request.141 It is therefore entirely possible for
an incarcerated person to have been unaware of their pregnancy or miscarriage, especially
141 Danielle H. Dallaire, Catherine Forestell, and Rebecca Shlafer, “Chapter 3: Policy, Programs, and Interventions
Regarding Pregnant Incarcerated Women,” in And Justice for All: Families and the Criminal Justice System, ed. Joyce A.
Arditti and Tessa le Roux (Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan Publishing, n.d.),
https://scholarworks.wm.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1002&context=asbookchapters.
140Sufrin, Kolbi-Molinas, and Roth, “Reproductive Justice, Health Disparities And Incarcerated Women in the United
States.”
139 The Pregnancy in Prison Statistics (PIPS) Project is really the only other dataset, however the PIPS data tracks the
“number of pregnant people, births, miscarriages, abortions, stillbirths, and other pregnancy outcomes” in “twenty-two
state prison systems, six jails (including the 5 five largest), and three departments of juvenile justice” according to their
landing page at https://www.arrwip.org. While the dataset includes certain questions on substance use and withdrawal, it
does not include data on race, or sentence length, offenses, nor any other variables related to the offense for which the
pregnant person was incarcerated or any other significant demographic characteristics. This dataset is also not as easily
accessed by the public.
138 Stephanie R. Bush-Baskette and Vivian C. Smith, “Is Meth the New Crack for Women in the War on Drugs? Factors
Affecting Sentencing Outcomes for Women and Parallels Between Meth and Crack,” Feminist Criminology 7, no. 1
(January 2012): 48–69, https://doi.org/10.1177/1557085111420556.; Travis Linnemann, “Mad Men, Meth Moms, Moral
Panic: Gendering Meth Crimes in the Midwest,” Critical Criminology 18, no. 2 (June 2010): 95–110,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10612-009-9094-8.
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considering the lack of medical training and expertise of prison and jail staff.142 The survey does
not ask about pregnancy status upon admission to jail (many prisoners did indeed spend time in
jail between their arrest and imprisonment, and many did so for periods longer than 9 months,
raising questions about whether these pregnancies were the result of consensual -- let alone
planned -- encounters, or whether they resulted from the power dynamics and risks posed to
women during incarceration prior to their admission to prison.
Other data relevant to questions of pregnancy and bias in the justice system would require
questions about pregnancy stage at the time of: arrest; pretrial risk assessment; sentencing; and
entry to prison, as well as information about whether the alleged offender was visibly pregnant at
any of those points. In addition, a researcher would want to determine whether a pregnancy was
referenced (for example, by a judge, prosecutor, defense attorney, etc.) at any of those points. It
is crucial to recognize that there are ethical complications involved in collecting data
surrounding pregnancy and its “visibility,” in addition to issues posed by the feasibility of
measuring the ‘visibility’ of pregnancy. Additional information that might provide crucial
insights into the public health aspect of incarcerating pregnant persons includes information
about whether the pregnancy was planned, whether the incarcerated person had access to
prenatal care prior to incarceration, and both access to and quality of care during incarceration.
Furthermore, the low pregnancy rates within the sample from states such as Florida and
South Carolina, which have historically disproportionately incarcerated Black women through a
hospital-to-prison pipeline,143 provides cause for some skepticism regarding the applicability of
143 Lynn Paltrow, “Pregnant Drug Users, Fetal Persons, and the Threat to Roe v. Wade.,” Albany Law Review 62, no. 3
(March 1999): 57.; Tony A. Kordus, “Did South Carolina Really Protect the Fetus by Imposing Criminal Sanctions on a
Woman for Ingesting Cocaine During Her Pregnancy in Whitner v. State, No. 24468, 1996 WL 393164 (S.C. July 15,
1996).”; Lynn M. Paltrow, “Criminal Prosecutions Against Pregnant Women”; Paltrow and Flavin, “Arrests of and Forced
Interventions on Pregnant Women in the United States, 1973–2005.”
142 Kelsey et al., “An Examination of Care Practices of Pregnant Women Incarcerated in Jail Facilities in the United
States.”
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this dataset to the research question-- can it really be the case that these states have managed to
reform their practices of hyper-incarceration targeting Black, pregnant, substance users? Or is it
more likely, as the literature on the targeting of pregnant substance users indicates, that the
majority of those targeted are low-income, nonviolent offenders whose crimes are often minor,
that they would be excluded from this dataset? The SPI sample includes prisoners in state and
federal correctional facilities (prisons), and does not include jails, which are run by local
governments and law enforcement, making them potentially more vulnerable to the bias of local
policies and also subject to less oversight. Jails also house inmates for shorter terms (usually less
than a year) than state prisons do, and since the majority of these offenders are targeted for minor
crimes, it is entirely possible that they could serve their full sentence and never make it to a
prison.
3. Regardless of whether there is a causal relationship between the individual factors of
pregnancy, race, and length of incarceration or the joint interactions between
pregnancy, race, substance involvement, and length of incarceration: disparities in jail
time and sentence length do occur based on race, pregnancy status, substance
involvement, and their interactions. These disparities have potentially devastating
public health outcomes, and likely contribute to already-existing racial disparities in
maternal mortality, and newborn health, as well as disparate health outcomes for
low-income Black, Indigenous, and other pregnant persons of color. They likely also
impact other aspects of physical, mental, financial, and social wellbeing.
That there is a serious lack of adequate prenatal and postpartum care144 for pregnant
incarcerated persons is not debated, and the unique risks posed by compounding factors relating
to poverty, race, drug use, and experience with physical and sexual abuse that disproportionately
impact incarcerated women also contribute to high-risk pregnancies.145 Prenatal care is crucial,
not only for the birthing person but also for the health of babies: “infant mortality and low
145 Rahgan Jensen, “Pregnancy During Incarceration: A ‘Serious’ Medical Need.”: 529.
144 Rahgan Jensen, “Pregnancy During Incarceration: A ‘Serious’ Medical Need,” BYU Law Review 46, no. 2 (March 10,
2021): 529.
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birthweight can be alleviated if the pregnant [person] receives sustained, quality medical care
beginning early in [their] pregnancy, so that incipient problems can be detected and corrected
before they affect the fetus. Newborns whose [birthing parent] had no prenatal care are almost
five times more likely to die than babies born to [a birthing parent] who had early prenatal
care.”146 While Eighth Amendment protections have historically entitled pregnant incarcerated
persons to access some form of medical care, both the frequency and quality of this care are
unreliable,147 and pregnant incarcerated persons are subjected to the power dynamics,
restrictions, and biases of the prison environment in which correctional officers and staff (with
essentially zero medical training and qualifications)148 are granted decision-making roles
regarding medical access and in classifying “emergencies” on the pregnant incarcerated persons’
behalf.149
Additionally, the “quality medical care”150 referred to above is not just restricted to
check-ups with an obstetrician-gynecologist, but includes nutrition (and access to prenatal
vitamins), physical activity and stress management, exposure to hazardous environments, mental
health treatment, and -- critically -- ongoing medical support for pre-existing and chronic health
conditions, including addiction and withdrawal. Nearly all of the components of prenatal care are
restricted within a prison environment, whose unique circumstances essentially work against
every aspect of individual health required to sustain a healthy pregnancy.151
151 Dora M. Dumont et al., “Incarceration, Maternal Hardship, and Perinatal Health Behaviors,” Maternal and Child
Health Journal 18, no. 9 (November 2014): 2179–87, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10995-014-1466-3.; Alexander Testa and
Dylan B. Jackson, “Incarceration Exposure and Barriers to Prenatal Care in the United States: Findings from the
Pregnancy Risk Assessment Monitoring System,” International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health 17,
no. 19 (October 8, 2020): 7331, https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17197331.; Kelsey et al., “An Examination of Care Practices
of Pregnant Women Incarcerated in Jail Facilities in the United States.”; Wesley Smithart, “Pregnant in Captivity:
Analyzing the Treatment of Pregnant Women in American Prisons and Immigration Detention Centers.”; Kuhlik, Lauren
150 Wymelenberg and Institute of Medicine (U.S.), Science and Babies.
149 Rahgan Jensen, “Pregnancy During Incarceration: A ‘Serious’ Medical Need.”
148 Kelsey et al., “An Examination of Care Practices of Pregnant Women Incarcerated in Jail Facilities in the United
States.”
147 Kuhlik, Lauren and Sufrin, Carolyn, “Pregnancy, Systematic Disregard and Degradation, and Carceral Institutions.”
146 Suzanne Wymelenberg and Institute of Medicine (U.S.), Science and Babies: Private Decisions, Public Dilemmas
(Washington, DC: National Academy Press, 1990), http://site.ebrary.com/id/10062755.
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Other public health concerns that result from the hyper-incarceration of vulnerable
pregnant persons include mental health and psychosocial stressors, already at a high as indicated
by the prevalence of mental illness and other indications of stressful life experience among the
sample.152 As previously discussed, the vast majority of incarcerated women in the sample were
parents (this remains true for the larger U.S. female incarcerated population), and separation
from their children can contribute to increased “experience[s of] distress and anxiety.”153
Additionally, the unique experiences of women -- especially women incarcerated for drug
offenses -- place them at “high risk of experiencing attachment disorders” due to their “own
experiences of abuse and the foster care system during their childhoods… ”.154 While
pregnancy-related outcomes such as birthweight and maternal and infant mortality have only
recently begun being tracked among the U.S. incarcerated population, several researchers
emphasize the need for “disaggregated data and qualitative inquiry that attends to intersecting
racial, class, sexual orientation and other identities in maternal outcomes of incarcerated women.
Racism, gender‐based discrimination and class oppression contribute to overincarceration of
marginalised groups such as Indigenous people and people of colour … and likewise impacts
maternal health outcomes.”155
Dyer et. al’s initial study of pregnancy-related health outcomes among Black women in
Louisiana was able to demonstrate that parish-level incarceration prevalence and risks for
preterm birth were positively linked for Black persons, but not for white persons, “suggest[ing]
that mass incarceration may -- at least in part -- contribute to the racial disparity in adverse birth
155 Ibid.
154 Paynter et al., “Maternal Health Outcomes for Incarcerated Women.”
153 Martha Jane Paynter et al., “Maternal Health Outcomes for Incarcerated Women: A Scoping Review,” Journal of
Clinical Nursing 28, no. 11–12 (June 2019): 2046–60, https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.14837.
152 As is evidenced by the sample characteristics described in the subsections of this thesis titled “Race, Socioeconomic
Status, and Disparities Among Pregnant Offenders”; “Prior Contact with the Justice System”; and “Substance
Involvement.”
and Sufrin, Carolyn, “Pregnancy, Systematic Disregard and Degradation, and Carceral Institutions.”; Roberts, “Prison,
Foster Care, and the Systemic Punishment of Black Mothers.”
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outcomes in Louisiana,”156 but looked at overall incarceration rates, as opposed to uniquely
focusing on rates of Black womens’ incarceration. Though Dyer et. al hypothesized that mass
incarceration “produce[s] uniquely stressful situations” through the disruption of “normal family
functioning” and the “social and financial difficulties [which] arise when helping formerly
incarcerated relatives readjust to society” such that Black women “living in communities
affected by mass incarceration [face] increased exposure to these new stressors [which] can lead
to adverse birth outcomes,”157 they underscore their findings with the need to examine the factors
within the criminal justice system that “systematically disadvantage [B]lack communities.” My
analysis provides insight into just one component of how the factors of pregnancy status,
substance involvement, and race interact among Black women offenders to contribute to these
dynamics, and points to the need for further data collection regarding pregnancy in the justice
system.
Additional areas of future research that would prove meaningful in assessing links
between public health disparities in pregnancy-related outcomes and the War on Women and
Drugs would include explorations of judicial, prosecutorial, jury, and policing biases relating to
pregnancy, race, substance use, and their interactions. Unveiling biases, complicated and
intertwined with overlapping social, economic and racial inequities as they may be, holds the
potential to explain components of key public health issues (pregnancy-related mortality and
racial disparities within pregnancy outcomes; mass incarceration) as well as the potential to
uncover one mechanism through which the justice system wages War on Women and Drugs.
157 Dyer et al., “Mass Incarceration and Public Health.”
156 Lauren Dyer et al., “Mass Incarceration and Public Health: The Association between Black Jail Incarceration and




This thesis grew out of an interest in exploring whether, and to what extent, the biases
surrounding pregnancy and addiction that were so publicly expressed in the 80s persist in the
criminal justice system today. There is very little contemporary data, and virtually no statistical
analyses, on the role pregnancy plays in influencing incarceration length outcomes, let alone how
that role shifts when pregnancy interacts with substance involvement. In fact, my analysis has
revealed that much of the sentiment from the War on Drugs, which demonized pregnancy and
addiction, lives on in carceral patterns among the most recent dataset we have on our prison
population. The very public rhetorical attacks made on Black, pregnant substance users in the
initial throes of the War on Drugs have quieted somewhat in recent years. However, this thesis
points to the currently-persisting effects of the War on Drugs on women by providing concrete,
statistical analysis highlighting the disproportionate penalization of pregnant substance-involved
offenders, especially those who are Black.
While the scholarly process of investigating pregnancy in interaction with race and
substance use did reveal a dearth of data on how pregnancy itself influences length of
incarceration outcomes, this thesis has also helped to answer questions about the role of
pregnancy in influencing jail time and sentence length by establishing the existence of a leniency
effect in which alleged offenders who are pregnant spend less time in jail, and convicted
offenders who are pregnant receive shorter sentences. This finding alone is significant, as there is
little to no literature on how pregnancy status influences judicial or prosecutorial bias, nor has
there been a statistical analysis of the magnitude (let alone presence) of pregnancy’s mitigating
effect on sentence length or jail time.
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Further, this thesis is able to corroborate, through multiple statistical analyses, the
prediction that not all pregnancies are treated equally in the eyes of the criminal justice system.
By producing a quantified approximation of pregnancy’s effect on the incarceration-length
outcomes of offenders who are not substance-involved, this thesis demonstrates the ways in
which substance involvement, race, and their intersections lessens (or in some cases, actually
reverses) the leniency effects of pregnancy that this thesis establishes. The results indicating that
pregnant Black offenders receive longer sentences than their pregnant white counterparts (both
for those offenders who are substance-involved and for those who are not) reveals a racial
pregnancy gap, or discrepancy in the magnitude of the “leniency” awarded to pregnant offenders;
being pregnant is more beneficial to white defendants than Black defendants.
Although confirmation of the existence of this racial pregnancy gap may seem
inconsequential, or perhaps a better word is unsurprising (given the common knowledge of racial
disparities in sentencing and jailing practices), this thesis demonstrated the existence of a racial
pregnancy gap in two ways: first, that the leniency effect of pregnancy was larger among white
offenders than Black offenders (i.e. that the difference made by pregnancy between white,
nonpregnant and white, pregnant offenders was larger than that between Black, nonpregnant
offenders and Black, pregnant offenders), and second, that white pregnant offenders receive
shorter sentences than their Black counterparts, and that white pregnant defendants spent less
time in jail than their Black counterparts. The thoroughness with which these results were
demonstrated, including multiple statistical tests, comparisons, twenty two regressions, and
robustness checks, indicates that despite a few instances of outlier data points, the intersection of
race and pregnancy plays a very concrete role in influencing length of incarceration outcomes.
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These findings emphasize the need for further research investigating judicial,
prosecutorial, and other penal biases relating to pregnancy and race, and affirm that any analysis
of pregnancy as it influences criminal justice outcomes must be intersectional.
A second way in which this thesis demonstrates that not all pregnancies are treated
equally in the criminal justice system is through the findings regarding pregnancy and substance
involvement: that the leniency effect of pregnancy is mitigated by substance use and
involvement, and that the racial pregnancy gap grows wider when substance involvement is
factored in. The results substantiate the prediction that pregnant, substance-involved offenders
are treated more harshly (receive longer incarceration outcomes) than pregnant offenders who
are not substance-involved, revealing a very tangible, measurable impact of the criminalization
of pregnancy and addiction interacting with each other. Because the effect of pregnancy
interacting with substance involvement was separately tested against both pregnant offenders
who are not substance-involved and nonpregnant offenders who are substance involved, as well
as against offenders who are neither pregnant nor substance involved, the results successfully
illustrate a distinct interaction between pregnancy and substance involvement that operates
separately from the individual effects of pregnancy and substance involvement. Counteracting
some of the leniency awarded to pregnancy alone, the interaction of substance abuse with
pregnancy was penalized with longer incarceration outcomes than pregnancy, and frequently,
was more harshly penalized than substance use alone (i.e. in offenders who are not pregnant).
The findings regarding the interaction between pregnancy and substance involvement alone are
not enough to posit the -- or one of the -- causal mechanism(s) driving the disparate treatment of
substance-involved pregnant persons within the criminal justice system, however they provide a
solid indication that the effect is there.
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This thesis produced, through rigorous statistical analyses and significance tests,
quantitative evidence demonstrating that Black, pregnant, substance-involved women are
disproportionately sentenced and jailed for longer amounts of time. For example, the summed
coefficients for Black, pregnant, substance-involved offenders averaged the longest sentences
among all sentenced offenders and across three different levels of “substance involvement”
employed in nine regression specifications. This thesis illustrates the critical importance of
statistical analyses on biases relating to substance use, pregnancy, and their intersections with
race, and points to the need for further statistical investigations of the magnitude and
localizations of these biases, in addition to the need for comprehensive inquiry into the legal,
judicial, prosecutorial mechanisms through which this bias is actualized into disparate sentence
length outcomes.
This thesis has provided concrete evidence that -- despite proclaiming a neutral judiciary
and deploying public rhetoric decrying racial bias -- the U.S. carceral system continues to
disproportionately penalize pregnant substance users, especially those who are Black. Previous
research highlighted case-level examples of this bias against pregnant, substance-involved
women, such as documenting the derogatory language used by judges and prosecutors in
discussing “crack babies” and their mothers, or tracking the troubling hospital-to-prison pipeline
in one South Carolina county. Those examples served an important role in illuminating problems
within the U.S. justice system’s handling of pregnant, substance-involved persons during the
height of the mass hysteria surrounding the War on Drugs -- but the overt racism and degrading
language captured in those examples is also a reflection of their time. A search for similar
contemporary research did not turn up results; regardless, research findings grounded in
anecdotal evidence may be open to a number of potential weaknesses (such as cherry-picking,
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non-representative sampling, and cognitive biases) and thus more dismissable than findings
based in quantitative analysis. This thesis, through repeated statistical analysis of a
nationally-representative sample of the U.S. prison population, reveals that the
disproportionately harsh incarceration outcomes faced by pregnant substance users, especially
those who are Black, is systemic; that it persists in the contemporary (allegedly post-War on
Drugs) United States; and that it spans the realms of the carceral, social welfare, and public
health systems. These disproportionate outcomes cannot be solely attributed to one racist judge,
or the relationship of hospital staff to a sheriff's office in one single municipality. While this
thesis cannot concretely identify the causal mechanism driving these disparities, it does provide
quantitative, concrete confirmation that they exist, and points the way for further study.
Regardless of whether bias is happening at the sentencing stage, in pretrial risk assessment, in
policing, or via some other mechanism involved in the criminal justice process, it is undeniable
that its effects disproportionately impact pregnant women who are substance users -- and
especially women who are Black, pregnant, and substance users.
The female prison population has seen larger, and faster, growth than the male prison
population since the onset of the War on Drugs, with most of that growth occurring as a direct
result of policies enacted in the War on Drugs.158 This thesis provides a small window into the
casualties of this war, which persists in its attacks on pregnant substance users. Conversations
about the rise in female incarceration cannot occur separately from those about the War on
Drugs, nor can they be separated from the public health issues of pregnancy, addiction,
pregnancy in prison, maternal mortality, and mass incarceration-- these are not siloed topics, they
are very interwoven failings of the criminal justice and public health systems which continue to
drive each other. By demonstrating testable differences in outcomes on the basis of race,
158 Wendy Sawyer, “The Gender Divide: Tracking Women’s State Prison Growth.”
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pregnancy, and substance use, this thesis underscores the need for honest self-examination when
it comes to U.S. drug policy and the treatment of substance-involved pregnant persons. The
results uncover a persistent form of collateral damage in the contemporary manifestation of the
War on Women and Drugs, and the research and methods in my thesis provide a framework from
which scholars can further this critical investigation into the mechanisms underlying the carceral
and medical disparities caused by this war.
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Appendix A. Variables Included in the Model 
The first three tables include the variables that were used to generate the substance involvement dummies for levels S1-S3. 




Variable Label Question Phrasing 
V1375 
Received treatment for 
alcohol/drug usage since 
admission to prison 
DTX2a. Have you received any kind of treatment or counseling for your use of alcohol or any drug since your 
admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT]? 
V1361 Withdrawal symptoms lasted longer than a day 
(During that 12 month period,) did you have two or more of these symptoms at the same time that lasted for longer 
than a day after you cut back or stopped using drugs? Having trouble sleeping or sleeping more than you normally 
do? Feeling either very slowed down or like you couldn't sit still? Feeling anxious? Being physically sick, such as 
having cramps, diarrhea, a fever, or feeling nauseous?  
V1268 
Any binge drinking 
during 12 months before 
admission 
Think about your use of alcohol during the 12 months before your admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT]. During 
that 12 month period, was there a month or more when you spent a lot of your time getting or drinking alcohol? 
V1269 Month getting over effects of alcohol 
During the 12 months before your admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT] , was there a month or more when you 
spent a lot of time getting over the effects of the alcohol you drank?  
V1271 Able to keep to limits set 
“Were you able to keep to the limits you set, or did you often drink more than you intended to?” 
Responses of “Often Drank More Than Intended” were coded to go into the dummy. 
V1275 Able to cut down/stop every time 
AUD8. (During that 12 month period), were you able to cut down or stop drinking alcohol every time you wanted 
to or tried to?  Respondents who answered “no” were coded into the dummy 
V1278 Withdrawal symptoms lasted longer than a day 
AUD11. (During that 12 month period), did you have 2 or more of these symptoms at the same time that lasted for 
longer than a day after you cut back or stopped drinking alcohol? Sweating or feeling that your heart was beating 
fast? Having your hands tremble? Having trouble sleeping? Vomiting or feeling nauseous? Seeing, hearing, or 
feeling things that weren't really there? Feeling like you couldn't sit still? Feeling anxious? Having seizures or fits? 
V1281 Physical health issues due to alcohol 
AUD14. (During that 12 month period,) did you have any physical health problems that were probably caused or 
made worse by drinking alcohol?  
V1283 Gave up on important activities due to alcohol 
AUD16. This question is about important activities such as working, going to school, taking care of children, doing 
fun things such as hobbies and sports, and spending time with friends and family. During the 12 months before your 
admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT] , did drinking alcohol cause you to give up or spend less time doing these 
types of important activities? 
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V1284 Problems at home/school/work 
AUD17. Sometimes people who drink alcohol have serious problems at home, work or school - such as: Neglecting 
their children, missing work or school, doing a poor job at work or school, losing a job or dropping out of school. 
(During the 12 months before your admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT]) did drinking alcohol cause you to have 
serious problems like this either at home, work, or school?  
V1285 Physical danger due to alcohol 
AUD18. (During that 12 month period,) did you regularly drink alcohol and then do something where being drunk 
might have put you in physical danger? 
V1350 Month or more spent using drugs 
DUD1. During the 12 months before your admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT], was there a month or more when 
you spent a lot of your time getting or using drugs?  
V1351 Month of more getting over effects of drugs 
DUD2. During the 12 months before your admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT], was there a month or more when 
you spent a lot of your time getting over the effects of the drugs you used? 
V1353 Able to keep to limits set 
DUD4. Were you able to keep to the limits you set, or did you often use drugs more than you intended to? 
Respondents who said “Used more than intended” were coded into the dummy 
V1354 
Needed to use more 
drugs to get the same 
effect 
DUD5. During the 12 months before your admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT], did you need to use more drugs 
than you used to in order to get the effect you wanted? 
V1357 Able to cut down/stop using drugs every time 
DUD8. (During that 12 month period,) were you able to cut down or stop using drugs every time you wanted to or 
tried to?   
“No” was coded into the dummy such that offenders who were unable to cut down or stop using drugs when they 
tried were coded as meeting the s1 criteria.  
V1360 
Experienced symptoms 
after cutting back or 
stopping 
. During that 12 month period, did you have two or more of these symptoms after you cut back or stopped using 
drugs? Having trouble sleeping or sleeping more than you normally do? Feeling either very slowed down or like 
you couldn't sit still? Feeling anxious? Being physically sick, such as having cramps, diarrhea, a fever, or feeling 
nauseous 
V1361 Withdrawal symptoms lasted longer than a day 
DUD12. (During that 12 month period,) did you have two or more of these symptoms at the same time that lasted 
for longer than a day after you cut back or stopped using drugs? Having trouble sleeping or sleeping more than you 
normally do? Feeling either very slowed down or like you couldn't sit still? Feeling anxious? Being physically sick, 
such as having cramps, diarrhea, a fever, or feeling nauseous  
V1364 Physical health issues due to drugs 
DUD15. (During the 12 months before your admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT],) did you have any physical 
health problems that were probably caused or made worse by your use of drugs? 
V1365 Continued using even with physical problems 





DUD18. Sometimes people who use drugs have serious problems at home, work or school - such as: Neglecting 
their children, missing work or school, doing a poor job at work or school, losing a job or dropping out of school. 
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During the 12 months before your admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT], did using drugs cause you to have serious 
problems like this either at home, work, or school? 
V1368 Regular usage resulted in physical danger 
DUD19. (During that 12 month period,) did you regularly use drugs and then do something where using drugs 
might have put you in physical danger? 
V1371 Continued to use drugs despite family problems 
DUD22. Did you continue to use drugs even though you thought it caused problems with family or friends? 
V1355 
Using the same amount 
of drugs had less of an 
effect 
DUD6. (During that 12 month period,) did you notice that using the same amount of drugs had less effect on you 
than it used to? 
V1359 Felt down when cutting down or stopping 
(During that 12 month period,) did you feel kind of blue or down when you cut down or stopped using drugs? 
V1366 Gave up on important activities 
DUD17. This question is about important activities such as working, going to school, taking care of children, doing 
fun things such as hobbies and sports, and spending time with friends and family. During the 12 months before your 
admission to prison [DATE_ADMIT], did using drugs cause you to give up or spend less time doing these types of 
important activities? 
V1272 
Needed to drink more 
alcohol to get same 
effect 
AUD5. During that 12 month period, did you need to drink more alcohol than you used to in order to get the effect 
you wanted? 
V1287 Problems with family/friends 
AUD20. (During that 12 month period,) did you have any problems with family or friends that were probably 
caused by your drinking? 
V1277 Experienced symptoms after cutting back 
AUD10. During that 12 month period, did you have 2 or more of these symptoms after you cut back or stopped 
drinking alcohol? Sweating or feeling that your heart was beating fast? Having your hands tremble? Having trouble 
sleeping? Vomiting or feeling nauseous? Seeing, hearing, or feeling things that weren't really there? Feeling like 
you couldn't sit still? Feeling anxious? Having seizures or fits? 
V1370 Problems with family/friends 
DUD21. (During that 12 month period,) did you have any problems with family or friends that were probably 
caused by your use of drugs? 
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Table A.2., Variables Included in The S2 Definition of Substance Involvement, “Drug Use in 30 Days Prior To Arrest” 
Label Variable Label Question Phrasing 
V1315 Used marijuana/hashish 30 days before arrest 
DU6a. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use marijuana or hashish? 
V1316  Used any form of cocaine 30 days before arrest 
DU6b. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use any form of cocaine? (Including powder, "crack", free base, and coca paste) 
V1317 Used crack 30 days before arrest 
DU6c. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use "Crack"? 
V1318 Used heroin 30 days before arrest 
DU6d. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use Heroin? 
V1319 Used PCP 30 days before arrest 
DU6e. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use PCP? (PCP is also called "angel dust" or phencyclidine.) 
V1320 Used Ecstasy or Molly 30 days before arrest 
DU6f. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use Ecstasy or "Molly" (also known as MDMA)? 
V1321 Used other hallucinogens 30 days before arrest 
DU6g. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use any other type of hallucinogen (including LSD, peyote, mescaline, or psilocybin, found in 
mushrooms)? 
V1322  Used methamphetamine 30 days before arrest 
DU6h. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use Methamphetamine (also known as meth, ice crystal, meth, glass or crank)? 
V1323 Used inhalants 30 days before arrest 
DU6i. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use Inhalants (that is substances that people sniff or inhale for kicks or to get high)? (These include: 
amyl nitrite, locker room odorizers, butane, cleaning fluid, gasoline, glue, nitrous oxide or "whip-its", or spray 
paints.) 
V1324 
Used prescription drugs not 
prescribed 30 days before 
arrest 
DU6j. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use prescription drugs that that you used in any way that a doctor did not direct you to use them? 
V1325 Used other drugs just for kicks 30 days before arrest 
DU6k. Now I would like for you to think about the 30 days before your arrest [DATE_ARREST]. During those 30 
days did you use a drug or other substance besides those I've just asked about, (that you took only for kicks or to get 
high)? 
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Table A.3., Variables Included in The S3 Definition of Substance Involvement, “Under the Influence At the Time of 
Arrest/Offense” 
Label Variable Label Question Phrasing 
V1326 
Offender was under the 
influence of drugs at time of 
offense 
DU7. Were you under the influence of any drugs at the time of the [CONTROLLING_OFFENSE] for which you 
are now in prison? 
V1327 Marijuana/hashish in system at time of offense DU8a. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of marijuana or hashish?  
V1328 Any form of cocaine in system at time of offense 
DU8b. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of any form of cocaine? (Including powder, 
"crack", free base, and coca paste). 
V1329 Crack in system at time of offense 
DU8c. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of "Crack"? 
*Notes: Proceed with caution: Variable V1329 was subject to a CAPI specification error and a CAPI
programming error. See footnote in question du8c of the 2016 SPI questionnaire for more information. 
V1330 Heroin in system at time of offense DU8d. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of Heroin?  
V1331 PCP in system at time of offense DU8e. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of PCP? (PCP is also called "angel dust" or phencyclidine.)  
V1332 Ecstasy or Molly in system at time of offense DU8f. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of Ecstasy or "Molly" (also known as MDMA)? 
V1333 Other hallucinogens in system at time of offense 
DU8g. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of any other type of hallucinogen (including LSD, 
peyote, mescaline, or psilocybin, found in mushrooms)?   
V1334 Methamphetamine in system at time of offense 
DU8h. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of Methamphetamine (also known as meth, ice 
crystal, meth, glass or crank)?  
V1335 Inhalants in system at time of offense 
DU8i. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of Inhalants (that is substances that people sniff or 
inhale for kicks or to get high)? (These include: amyl nitrite, locker room odorizers, butane, cleaning fluid, 
gasoline, glue, nitrous oxide or "whip-its", or spray paints.)   
V1336 
Prescription drugs not 
prescribed in system at time of 
offense 
DU8j. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of prescription drugs that that you used in any way 
that a doctor did not direct you to use them?  
V1337 Other drugs used for kicks in system at time of offense 
DU8k. At the time of the offense were you under the influence of a drug or other substance besides those I've just 
asked about, (that you took only for kicks or to get high)?   
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Appendix B. Additional Offender Characteristics 
The following tables include summary statistics for variables that provide helpful demographic information about the populations included 
in the regressions.  Each Population is divided by incarceration length outcome (jail time or sentence length), as well as controlling offense 
category (all offenses, nonviolent offenses, drug offenses) and indicates whether the statistics are referring to the full population within the 
combined category of incarceration length outcome and offender type, or solely the population of pregnant offenders within that category. 
Table B.1. Variables Relating to Justice System Contact and Exposure as well as Age and Justice Involvement 
Incarceration Length Outcome Jail Sentence 
Controlling Offense All Nonviolent Drug All Nonviolent Drug 




Have offender's parent(s) ever been 
sentenced/served time 36.0% 44.9% 34.5% 46.1% 38.3% 40.7% 36.0% 45.6% 34.8% 46.2% 38.6% 37.5% 
Have offender's spouse(s) ever been 
sentenced/served time 45.5% 63.2% 47.3% 61.9% 55.4% 58.2% 45.0% 63.3% 46.9% 63.8% 55.7% 57.1% 
Number of times previously sentenced/served in 
state/federal/local prison/jail (including juvenile detention 
facilities) 
4.89 5.57 5.78 6.30 5.13 3.73 4.83 5.33 5.74 5.90 5.01 3.76 
Inmate Type 
Inmate NOT incarcerated for a parole or 
Probation Violation and NOT on parole 
or probation at time of arrest 
58.8% 56.8% 50.3% 49.5% 47.0% 45.5% 61.1% 59.3% 54.1% 55.3% 50.0% 51.0% 
On Escape with No new Offenses 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 
On Escape WITH new sentenced 
Offenses 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 
On Escape WITH new arrest Offenses 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 
Parole Violator with No new Offenses 1.7% 2.2% 2.5% 2.9% 2.4% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Parole Violator WITH new sentenced 
Offenses 6.1% 7.6% 7.4% 8.6% 7.7% 3.6% 6.4% 7.9% 7.9% 9.6% 8.2% 4.1% 
Parole Violator WITH new arrest 
Offenses 0.5% 0.5% 0.7% 1.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Probation Violator with No new Offenses 7.3% 8.7% 11.2% 14.3% 9.8% 12.7% 8.4% 10.2% 11.6% 14.9% 10.3% 12.2% 
Probation Violator WITH new sentenced 
Offenses 23.2% 20.5% 24.4% 18.1% 29.1% 29.1% 23.8% 22.6% 26.0% 20.2% 31.0% 32.7% 
Probation Violator WITH new arrest 
Offenses 2.1% 3.8% 3.1% 5.7% 2.7% 5.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Age 
Current age 37.5 30.5 37.4 29.8 36.4 28.5 37.5 30.5 37.5 29.7 36.5 28.9 
Age at first arrest of any offense 22.7 19.0 22.7 18.8 22.2 19.7 22.8 19.0 22.8 18.8 22.3 19.9 
Difference between average age first 
arrest & average age for this sample 14.8 11.5 14.7 10.9 14.2 8.9 14.8 11.5 14.8 10.9 14.2 9.0 
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Table B.2. Variables Relating to Gender, Sexuality, Marital Status, and Familial Roles 
Incarceration Length Outcome Jail Sentence 
Controlling Offense All Nonviolent Drug All Nonviolent Drug 
Sample Included All Pregnant All Pregnant All Pregnant All Pregnant All Pregnant All Pregnant 
Offender has children 79.0% 91.9% 82.1% 90.5% 81.4% 85.5% 78.8% 91.0% 81.9% 89.4% 81.4% 83.7% 
Number of children 214.4% 280.5% 224.3% 255.2% 223.9% 238.2% 213.3% 278.5% 223.3% 253.2% 224.2% 236.7% 
Offender responsible for providing half of 
financial support for household 47.8% 44.6% 48.2% 41.4% 48.6% 43.6% 47.6% 47.2% 48.2% 44.1% 48.9% 46.9% 




Male 0.4% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.4% 0.1% 0.2% 
Female 98.8% 99.5% 99.3% 100.0% 99.4% 100.0% 98.7% 99.4% 99.3% 100.0% 99.3% 100.0% 
Transgender 0.5% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 
Do not identify as male, female, or 
transgender 0.3% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 
Sexual 
orientation 
Did not respond 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 
Lesbian or Gay 7.0% 1.1% 5.5% 0.0% 3.9% 0.0% 7.0% 0.6% 5.4% 0.0% 3.6% 0.0% 
Straight, that is not lesbian or gay 75.0% 81.6% 79.4% 87.6% 80.6% 92.7% 74.9% 81.4% 79.5% 88.3% 80.6% 91.8% 
Bisexual 16.1% 16.8% 13.4% 11.4% 14.6% 7.3% 16.1% 17.0% 13.5% 10.6% 15.0% 8.2% 
Something Else 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 
Don't know 1.0% 0.5% 0.7% 1.0% 0.4% 0.0% 1.0% 1.1% 0.7% 1.1% 0.4% 0.0% 
Marital 
Status 
Married 15.2% 14.6% 17.1% 12.4% 17.1% 10.9% 15.1% 14.1% 17.1% 12.8% 16.6% 10.2% 
Widowed 4.9% 2.2% 3.5% 1.9% 3.4% 0.0% 5.0% 2.3% 3.6% 2.1% 3.5% 0.0% 
Separated 8.8% 7.0% 10.4% 4.8% 10.0% 9.1% 8.6% 6.8% 10.3% 3.2% 10.0% 6.1% 
Divorced 23.2% 11.4% 23.8% 12.4% 23.5% 14.6% 23.3% 9.6% 23.8% 9.6% 24.0% 14.3% 
Never Married 47.9% 64.9% 45.2% 68.6% 46.0% 65.5% 48.0% 67.2% 45.1% 72.3% 45.9% 69.4% 
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Table B.3. Variables Relating to Mental Illness, Mental Disability, and Medical Care while Incarcerated 
Incarceration Length Outcome Jail Sentence 
Controlling Offense All Nonviolent Drug All Nonviolent Drug 




disorder/mania 43.5% 46.2% 41.9% 46.7% 43.7% 50.9% 43.3% 45.5% 41.5% 44.7% 43.5% 46.9% 
Depressive disorder 51.0% 53.0% 49.6% 48.6% 49.6% 40.0% 50.9% 52.5% 49.3% 47.9% 49.7% 36.7% 
Schizophrenia/other psychotic disorder 10.3% 9.2% 8.5% 7.6% 8.8% 9.1% 10.2% 9.0% 8.5% 7.5% 8.9% 10.2% 
Post-traumatic stress disorder 37.1% 35.7% 35.0% 26.7% 32.4% 29.1% 36.7% 35.6% 34.5% 26.6% 32.8% 26.5% 
Anxiety disorder 49.4% 51.4% 50.4% 53.3% 50.6% 43.6% 49.1% 50.3% 50.0% 52.1% 50.4% 42.9% 
Personality disorder 18.7% 18.4% 15.8% 15.2% 14.1% 7.3% 18.3% 17.5% 15.3% 14.9% 13.6% 4.1% 
Recorded mental disability of ADD/ADHD, Dyslexia, 




Inmate has had an obstetric 
examination since admission 3.6% 94.1% 3.7% 93.3% 4.2% 94.6% 3.6% 94.4% 3.6% 93.6% 3.9% 93.9% 
Inmate has seen a healthcare provider 
since admission 2.3% 90.8% 2.3% 57.1% 2.7% 61.8% 2.2% 90.4% 2.1% 91.5% 2.6% 89.8% 
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Table B.4. Variables Relating to Education, Poverty, Employment, and Governmental Assistance 
Incarceration Length Outcome Jail Sentence 
Controlling Offense All Nonviolent Drug All Nonviolent Drug 




Less Than High School Degree 49.9% 55.1% 47.4% 47.6% 52.0% 38.2% 49.6% 54.8% 46.9% 47.9% 51.7% 36.7% 
High School Graduate 24.9% 20.0% 24.4% 21.0% 24.7% 30.9% 25.2% 20.9% 24.8% 22.3% 25.3% 32.7% 
Some College 18.7% 22.7% 21.0% 27.6% 18.6% 29.1% 18.7% 22.0% 21.0% 25.5% 18.6% 28.6% 
College Degree or More 6.5% 2.2% 7.2% 3.8% 4.7% 1.8% 6.6% 2.3% 7.4% 4.3% 4.4% 2.0% 
Governmental Assistance plan 30 days before 
arrest 38.2% 55.1% 38.0% 54.3% 35.3% 52.7% 38.0% 53.1% 37.9% 52.1% 35.9% 51.0% 
Public Assistance/Welfare 21.5% 30.8% 20.2% 31.5% 17.7% 21.6% 21.5% 30.5% 20.0% 30.9% 18.2% 21.3% 
On welfare/public assistance before age 18 42.3% 51.9% 39.1% 49.5% 41.4% 42.6% 42.2% 50.3% 38.9% 47.8% 41.7% 39.6% 
Offender lived in a foster home at some time(s) 
before age 18 20.5% 26.0% 20.0% 26.7% 18.7% 20.0% 20.3% 25.4% 19.6% 25.5% 18.3% 18.4% 
Offender was homeless at some time(s) before the 
age of 18 12.5% 14.6% 11.9% 18.1% 12.2% 20.0% 12.3% 12.4% 11.7% 16.0% 12.3% 16.3% 




One or more indications of poverty 
such as having experienced 
homelessness and/or living in a 
shelter or on the streets in the 12 
months prior to their arrest, relying 
on government assistance, 
unemployment compensation, and/or 
supplemental income in the 30 days 
prior to their arrest. 
55.3% 71.4% 55.8% 71.4% 52.8% 69.1% 54.9% 70.1% 55.5% 68.1% 53.0% 67.4% 
Some kind of poverty before the age 
of 18, either relying on 
welfare/public assistance, cycling 
through the foster care system, 
experiencing homelessness, and/or 
living in public housing. 
48.3% 56.8% 44.9% 54.3% 47.0% 49.1% 48.2% 55.9% 44.8% 53.2% 47.5% 46.9% 
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Table 1. Variation in Dependent Variable, Offender Type, and Substance Involvement in Linear 
Regression Model Specifications 
Dependent Variables Offender Types Substance Involvement Specification 
Jail time (months) 





Controlling offense is drug-related 
S1 
Serious substance dependency 
S2 
Drug use 30 days prior to arrest 
S3 
Under the influence at the time of arrest 
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Table 2. Labels and Descriptions of Variables of Interest Relating to Race, Pregnancy Status, 
Substance Involvement, and Their Interactions. 
Variable Description 
white "1" indicates that the offender's race was categorized as white, as opposed to Black. 
pregnant 




(Only one level of substance involvement was included per specification) 
s "1" if controlling offense is drug-related. 
s1 "1" if serious substance dependency. 
s2 "1" if drug use 30 days prior to arrest. 
s3 "1" if under the influence at the time of arrest. 
pregnant substance 
Pregnancy status × substance involvement. 
pregnant s "1" if pregnant & controlling offense is drug-related. 
pregnant s1 "1" if pregnant & serious substance dependency. 
pregnant s2 "1" if pregnant & drug use 30 days prior to arrest 
pregnant s3 "1" if pregnant & under the influence at the time of arrest. 
pregnant white Pregnancy status × race. "1" if pregnant & white. 
substance white 
Substance involvement × race. 
white s "1" if white & controlling offense is drug-related. 
white s1 "1" if white & serious substance dependency. 
white s2 "1" if white & drug use 30 days prior to arrest 
white s3 "1" if white & under the influence at the time of arrest. 
pregnant substance white 
Pregnancy status × substance involvement × race. 
pregnant s white "1" if pregnant & controlling offense is drug-related & white & white. 
pregnant s1 white "1" if pregnant & serious substance dependency & white. 
pregnant s2 white "1" if pregnant & drug use 30 days prior to arrest & white. 
pregnant s3 white "1" if pregnant & under the influence at the time of arrest & white. 
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Table 3. Inmate Type and Inclusion in Different Sample Specifications 
Inmate Type1 Sample(s) Included In 
Response missing due to CAPI issue2 None 
Skipped None 
Inmate awaiting trial or waiting to be sentenced ( not on Parole, 
Probation, or Escape at the time of their arrest) 
None 
Inmate NOT sentenced, NOT convicted/awaiting sentencing, NOT 
awaiting trial AND being held for other authorities. 
None 
Inmate NOT incarcerated for a parole or Probation Violation and NOT 
on parole or probation at time of arrest 
Sentence Length, Jail Time 
On Escape with No new Offenses Sentence Length, Jail Time 
On Escape WITH new sentenced Offenses Sentence Length, Jail Time 
On Escape WITH new arrest Offenses Jail Time only 
Parole Violator with No new Offenses Jail Time only 
Parole Violator WITH new sentenced Offenses Sentence Length, Jail Time 
Parole Violator WITH new arrest Offenses Jail Time only 
Probation Violator with No new Offenses Sentence Length, Jail Time 
Probation Violator WITH new sentenced Offenses Sentence Length, Jail Time 
Probation Violator WITH new arrest Offenses Jail Time only 
Inmate with No Offenses recorded in any of the applicable sections 





1 See V0063 in Bureau of Justice Statistics, “Survey of Prison Inmates, United States, 2016: Codebook for Public-Use State Data” 
(Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research, Ann Arbor, Michigan: Bureau of Justice Statistics, December 21, 
2020), https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/web/ICPSR/studies/37692/summary. 
2 CAPI refers to computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI). The source or nature of CAPI errors was not specified within the 
dataset. 
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Table 4. Controlling Offense Variable Classifications at Five and Thirteen Level Categorization 
Schemes. 
















Other Public Order 
Other Other Unspecified 
Table 5a. Beta Coefficients and Their Values Corresponding to Variables Of Interest Regarding Race, 
Pregnancy, Substance Involvement, and Their Interactions, Used to Demonstrate The Creation of 
























white 𝜷1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant 𝜷2 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant 
white 
𝜷3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance 𝜷4 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant 
substance 
𝜷5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance 
white 




𝜷7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
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Black, neither pregnant 
nor substance involved. 
N/A, this was the baseline. 
White 
white, neither pregnant 




Black, pregnant and 




White, pregnant, and 
not substance involved. 





and not pregnant. 





and not pregnant. 





and substance involved. 
 





and substance involved. 
(𝜷1·white) + (𝜷2·pregnant) + (𝜷3·pregnant white) + (𝜷4· substance) + 




Accompanying Tables and Figures for “Neither ‘Post-War’ Nor Post-Pregnancy Paranoia” 6 
Table 6. Coefficient Comparisons Used in The Second Set of Significance Tests, Predicted Relationship 










The difference pregnancy made among Black 
offenders who were not substance involved. 
(-) 
Among Black offenders who are not substance 
involved, pregnancy will decrease jail time and 
sentence length. 
(pregnant white) - 
(white) 
The difference pregnancy made among white 
offenders who were not substance involved. 
(-) 
Among white offenders who are not substance 





The difference that substance involvement 
made among white offenders who were 
pregnant 
(+) 
Among white offenders who are pregnant, 





The difference that substance involvement 
made among Black offenders who were 
pregnant 
(+) 
Among Black offenders who are pregnant, 






The difference that race made among pregnant 
offenders who were substance involved. 
(+) 
Among offenders who are both pregnant and 
substance involved, those who are Black will 
spend longer in jail and receive longer sentences. 
(Black substance) - 
(white substance) 
The difference that race made among offenders 
who were substance involved and not pregnant 
(+) 
Among offenders who are substance involved and 
not pregnant, Black offenders will receive longer 
jail time and sentence lengths. 
(pregnant Black 
substance) - (Black 
substance) 
The difference that pregnancy made among 
Black offenders who were substance involved 
(+) 
Among offenders who are both Black and 
substance involved, pregnancy will increase jail 
time and sentence length. 
(pregnant white 
substance) - (white 
substance) 
The difference that pregnancy made among 
white offenders who were substance involved 
(-) 
Among offenders who are both white and 
substance involved, pregnancy will decrease jail 
time and sentence length. 
(pregnant white 
substance) - (white) 
The difference between white offenders who 
were pregnant substance involved and white 
offenders who were neither pregnant nor 
substance involved. 
(-) 
Among white offenders, being both pregnant and 
substance involved will decrease sentence length 
and jail time in comparison to white offenders 
who are neither pregnant nor substance involved. 
(pregnant Black 
substance) - (Black) 
The difference between Black offenders who 
were pregnant substance involved and Black 
offenders who were neither pregnant nor 
substance involved. 
(+) 
Among Black offenders, being both pregnant and 
substance involved will increase sentence length 
and jail time in comparison to Black offenders 
who are neither pregnant nor substance involved. 
(white substance) - 
(white) 
The difference between white offenders who 
were substance involved and not pregnant and 
white offenders who were neither substance 
involved nor pregnant. 
(+) 
Among nonpregnant white offenders, those who 
are substance involved will spend more time in 
jail and receive longer sentences than those who 
are not substance involved. 
(Black substance) - 
(Black) 
The difference between Black offenders who 
were substance involved and not pregnant and 
Black offenders who were neither substance 
involved nor pregnant. 
(+) 
Among nonpregnant Black offenders, those who 
are substance involved will spend more time in 
jail and receive longer sentences than those who 
are not substance involved. 
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Table 7a. Summary Statistics for All Offenders Included in Regression Specifications that Use 
“Sentence Length” as the Dependent Variable. 
Table 
7a. 
Summary Statistics: All Offenders, Regressions With "Sentence Length" as dependent variable 
Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev Min Max 




jail time applied 4,668 1.291723 9.096003 0 380.9594 




Violent 4,611 0.3816959 0.4858553 0 1 
Property 4,611 0.2537411 0.4351984 0 1 
Drug* (also "s" level) 4,611 0.2539579 0.435321 0 1 





Homicide 4,611 0.1559315 0.3628297 0 1 
Rape/Sexual Assault 4,611 0.0251572 0.1566195 0 1 
Robbery 4,611 0.0789417 0.2696769 0 1 
Assault 4,611 0.0841466 0.2776377 0 1 
Other Violent Crime 4,611 0.037519 0.1900504 0 1 
Burglary 4,611 0.05964 0.2368443 0 1 
Other Property Crime 4,611 0.1941011 0.39555 0 1 
Drug Trafficking 4,611 0.1680763 0.3739746 0 1 
Drug Possession 4,611 0.0709174 0.2567146 0 1 
Other Drug Offense 4,611 0.0149642 0.1214228 0 1 
Weapons 4,611 0.0108436 0.1035779 0 1 
Other Public Order Offense 4,611 0.0943396 0.2923323 0 1 




Rape 4,668 0.0149957 0.1215484 0 1 
Murder/Homicide/Manslaughter 4,668 0.1553128 0.3622414 0 1 
Other 4,668 0.1885176 0.3911668 0 1 
U.S. region 
West 4,652 0.1003869 0.3005475 0 1 
Southwest 4,652 0.0967326 0.2956251 0 1 
Midwest 4,652 0.2760103 0.44707 0 1 
Northeast 4,652 0.1156492 0.3198381 0 1 
Southeast 4,652 0.411221 0.4921081 0 1 
 
year admitted (to prison) 4,619 2012.738 5.043779 1972 2016 
age when admitted (to prison) 4,595 33.13885 10.07153 13 73 
indigent 4,668 0.4633676 0.4987097 0 1 
mentally ill 4,643 0.7169933 0.4505082 0 1 
white 4,668 0.7442159 0.4363478 0 1 
pregnant 4,536 0.0390212 0.1936667 0 1 




s1 (serious substance dependency) 4,668 0.6006855 0.48981 0 1 
s2 (use within 30 days of arrest) 4,668 0.6782348 0.4672035 0 1 




pregnant, s 4,536 0.0108025 0.1033834 0 1 
pregnant, s1 4,620 0.0268398 0.1616326 0 1 
pregnant, s2 4,608 0.0279948 0.1649757 0 1 




white, s 4,668 0.2137961 0.4100284 0 1 
white, s1 4,666 0.4813545 0.4997058 0 1 
white, s2 4,666 0.5201457 0.4996475 0 1 





pregnant, white, s 4,653 0.0098861 0.0989468 0 1 
pregnant, white, s1 4,628 0.0222558 0.1475304 0 1 
pregnant, white, s2 4,627 0.0224768 0.1482441 0 1 
pregnant, white, s3 4,638 0.0187581 0.1356842 0 1 
Accompanying Tables and Figures for “Neither ‘Post-War’ Nor Post-Pregnancy Paranoia” 8 
Table 7b. Summary Statistics for All Offenders Included in Regression Specifications that Use “Jail 
Time” as the Dependent Variable. 
Table 7b. 
Summary Statistics: All Offenders, Regressions With "Jail Time" as dependent variable 
Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev Min Max 




Violent 4,782 0.375366 0.4842679 0 1 
Property 4,782 0.2641154 0.4409072 0 1 
Drug* (also "s" level) 4,782 0.2605604 0.4389863 0 1 





Homicide 4,782 0.1514011 0.3584769 0 1 
Rape/Sexual Assault 4,782 0.0255123 0.1576917 0 1 
Robbery 4,782 0.0777917 0.2678716 0 1 
Assault 4,782 0.083647 0.2768867 0 1 
Other Violent Crime 4,782 0.0370138 0.1888153 0 1 
Burglary 4,782 0.0616897 0.2406162 0 1 
Other Property Crime 4,782 0.2024258 0.4018499 0 1 
Drug Trafficking 4,782 0.1695943 0.3753153 0 1 
Drug Possession 4,782 0.074655 0.2628613 0 1 
Other Drug Offense 4,782 0.0163112 0.1266826 0 1 
Weapons 4,782 0.010665 0.10273 0 1 
Other Public Order Offense 4,782 0.0838561 0.2772009 0 1 




Rape 4,787 0.0158763 0.1250102 0 1 
Murder/ Homicide/ Manslaughter 4,787 0.1524963 0.3595389 0 1 
Other 4,787 0.1873825 0.390259 0 1 
U.S. region 
West 4,773 0.1001467 0.3002269 0 1 
Southwest 4,773 0.0944898 0.2925396 0 1 
Midwest 4,773 0.2744605 0.4462888 0 1 
Northeast 4,773 0.1181647 0.3228368 0 1 
Southeast 4,773 0.4127383 0.4923781 0 1 
 
year admitted (to prison) 4,751 2012.821 4.983326 1972 2016 
age when admitted (to prison) 4,718 33.12187 10.02504 13 73 
indigent 4,787 0.463756 0.4987367 0 1 
mentally ill 4,762 0.7207056 0.4486996 0 1 
white 4,787 0.7503656 0.4328466 0 1 
pregnant 4,654 0.0397508 0.195394 0 1 




s1 (serious substance dependency) 4,787 0.6062252 0.488637 0 1 
s2 (use within 30 days of arrest) 4,787 0.6828912 0.4653988 0 1 




pregnant, s 4,654 0.0118178 0.108077 0 1 
pregnant, s1 4,737 0.0276546 0.1639986 0 1 
pregnant, s2 4,727 0.0289824 0.1677749 0 1 




white, s 4,787 0.2224775 0.4159536 0 1 
white, s1 4,785 0.4879833 0.4999078 0 1 
white, s2 4,785 0.5264368 0.4993528 0 1 





pregnant, white, s 4,771 0.0108992 0.1038395 0 1 
pregnant, white, s1 4,746 0.0233881 0.1511487 0 1 
pregnant, white, s2 4,746 0.0238095 0.1524714 0 1 
pregnant, white, s3 4,757 0.0197604 0.1391904 0 1 
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Table 7c. Summary Statistics for Nonviolent Offenders Included in Regression Specifications that Use 
“Sentence Length” as the Dependent Variable. 
Table 7c. 
Summary Statistics: Nonviolent Offenders, Regressions With "Sentence Length" as dependent variable 
Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev Min Max 
Sentence Length 2,443 100.8816 275.5767 0.0657098 6402 
Adjustments 
to sentence 
jail time applied to sentence (months) 2,478 1.29461 9.684336 0 380.9594 





Violent 2,476 0 0 0 0 
Property 2,476 0.4135703 0.4925727 0 1 
Drug* (also "s" substance involvement 
level) 
2,476 0.4208401 0.4937937 0 1 





Burglary 2,476 0.0989499 0.2986551 0 1 
Other Property Crime 2,476 0.3146204 0.4644583 0 1 
Drug Trafficking 2,476 0.2867528 0.4523365 0 1 
Drug Possession 2,476 0.1102585 0.3132749 0 1 
Other Drug Offense 2,476 0.0238288 0.1525462 0 1 
Weapons 2,476 0.0145396 0.1197246 0 1 
Other Public Order Offense 2,476 0.1417609 0.3488752 0 1 
Other, Unspecified 2,476 0.0092892 0.0959511 0 1 
U.S. region 
West 2,474 0.0860954 0.2805616 0 1 
Southwest 2,474 0.105093 0.3067352 0 1 
Midwest 2,474 0.3019402 0.4591923 0 1 
Northeast 2,474 0.1127728 0.3163789 0 1 
Southeast 2,474 0.3940986 0.488755 0 1 
 
log(1+ total money obtained) 2,478 1.155029 3.036378 0 18.42068 
year admitted (to prison) 2,460 2014.514 2.002086 1998 2016 
age when admitted (to prison) 2,444 34.98077 9.824704 14 73 
indigent 2,478 0.4592413 0.4984365 0 1 
mentally ill 2,465 0.693712 0.4610444 0 1 
white 2,478 0.819209 0.3849226 0 1 
pregnant 2,418 0.0388751 0.1933372 0 1 




s1 (serious substance dependency) 2,478 0.6884584 0.463217 0 1 
s2 (use within 30 days of arrest) 2,478 0.7433414 0.4368775 0 1 




pregnant, s 2,418 0.0169562 0.1291338 0 1 
pregnant, s1 2,450 0.0297959 0.1700586 0 1 
pregnant, s2 2,444 0.0315057 0.1747158 0 1 




white, s 2,478 0.3551251 0.4786478 0 1 
white, s1 2,478 0.58636 0.4925849 0 1 
white, s2 2,478 0.6218725 0.4850176 0 1 





pregnant, white, s 2,463 0.0154283 0.123274 0 1 
pregnant, white, s1 2,453 0.0260905 0.159437 0 1 
pregnant, white, s2 2,450 0.0261224 0.159532 0 1 
pregnant, white, s3 2,457 0.022792 0.1492703 0 1 
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Table 7d. Summary Statistics for Nonviolent Offenders Included in Regression Specifications that Use 
“Jail Time” as the Dependent Variable. 
 
Summary Statistics: Nonviolent Offenders, "Jail time between arrest & imprisonment" Regressions 
Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev Min Max 





Violent 2,662 0 0 0 0 
Property 2,662 0.4192337 0.4935264 0 1 
Drug* (also "s" substance involvement 
level) 
2,662 0.4192337 0.4935264 0 1 





Burglary 2,662 0.0995492 0.2994543 0 1 
Other Property Crime 2,662 0.3196844 0.4664419 0 1 
Drug Trafficking 2,662 0.2802404 0.449201 0 1 
Drug Possession 2,662 0.1134485 0.3171999 0 1 
Other Drug Offense 2,662 0.0255447 0.1578022 0 1 
Weapons 2,662 0.0138993 0.1170952 0 1 
Other Public Order Offense 2,662 0.1386176 0.3456119 0 1 
Other, Unspecified 2,662 0.0090158 0.0945402 0 1 
U.S. region 
West 2,660 0.0887218 0.2843952 0 1 
Southwest 2,660 0.1015038 0.3020514 0 1 
Midwest 2,660 0.2973684 0.457186 0 1 
Northeast 2,660 0.1150376 0.3191273 0 1 
Southeast 2,660 0.3973684 0.4894454 0 1 
 
log(1+ total money obtained) 2,664 1.162215 3.038329 0 
18.4206
8 
year admitted (to prison) 2,644 2014.552 1.98518 1998 2016 
age when admitted (to prison) 2,621 34.79931 9.73885 14 73 
indigent 2,664 0.457958 0.4983229 0 1 
mentally ill 2,650 0.6992453 0.4586728 0 1 
white 2,664 0.8235736 0.3812541 0 1 
pregnant 2,603 0.0403381 0.1967887 0 1 




s1 (serious substance dependency) 2,664 0.6891892 0.4629124 0 1 
s2 (use within 30 days of arrest) 2,664 0.7454955 0.4356641 0 1 
s3 (under the influence at the time of 
arrest) 




pregnant, s 2,603 0.0180561 0.1331799 0 1 
pregnant, s1 2,636 0.0307284 0.1726136 0 1 
pregnant, s2 2,630 0.0323194 0.1768806 0 1 




white, s 2,664 0.3551051 0.478635 0 1 
white, s1 2,664 0.5882132 0.4922493 0 1 
white, s2 2,664 0.6253754 0.4841167 0 1 





pregnant, white, s 2,648 0.0166163 0.127853 0 1 
pregnant, white, s1 2,639 0.0272831 0.1629379 0 1 
pregnant, white, s2 2,636 0.0273141 0.163028 0 1 
pregnant, white, s3 2,643 0.0238365 0.1525686 0 1 
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Table 7e. Summary Statistics for Drug Offenders Included in Regression Specifications that Use 
“Sentence Length” as the Dependent Variable. 
 
Summary Statistics: Drug Offenders, Regressions With "Sentence Length" as dependent 
variable 
Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev Min Max 
Sentence Length 1,155 111.0739 328.748 0.0657098 6402 
Adjustments 
to sentence 
jail time applied to sentence (months) 1,171 1.64292 12.95913 0 380.9594 





Drug Trafficking 1,171 0.6618275 0.4732897 0 1 
Drug Possession 1,171 0.2792485 0.4488216 0 1 
Other Drug Offense 1,171 0.058924 0.235583 0 1 
U.S. region 
West 1,170 0.065812 0.2480592 0 1 
Southwest 1,170 0.1273504 0.3335077 0 1 
Midwest 1,170 0.325641 0.4688142 0 1 
Northeast 1,170 0.091453 0.2883755 0 1 




crack 1,171 0.0742955 0.2623632 0 1 
marijuana or hashish 1,171 0.0657558 0.2479606 0 1 
meth 1,171 0.3321947 0.4712016 0 1 
prescription medicine 1,171 0.146883 0.3541405 0 1 
cocaine 1,171 0.1118702 0.3153414 0 1 
heroin 1,171 0.147737 0.3549907 0 1 
 
combined quantity pills involved in 
offense(s) 
1,171 10.64092 69.64198 0 1000 
combined quantity drugs involved in 
offense(s), in grams 
1,171 745.5939 20172.18 0 687388 
nonviolent 1,171 0.8898377 0.3132257 0 1 
year admitted (to prison) 1,160 2014.573 1.834332 2002 2016 
age when admitted (to prison) 1,150 34.06522 9.194358 17 62 
indigent 1,171 0.442357 0.4968784 0 1 
mentally ill 1,170 0.7 0.4584535 0 1 
white 1,171 0.8497011 0.3575168 0 1 
pregnant 1,151 0.0425717 0.2019772 0 1 




s1 (serious substance dependency) 1,171 0.7455167 0.4357565 0 1 
s2 (use within 30 days of arrest) 1,171 0.8471392 0.360007 0 1 




pregnant, s1 1,158 0.0310881 0.1736308 0 1 
pregnant, s2 1,155 0.0337662 0.1807051 0 1 




white, s1 1,171 0.6379163 0.4808082 0 1 
white, s2 1,171 0.7198975 0.4492409 0 1 





pregnant, white, s1 1,160 0.0293103 0.1687477 0 1 
pregnant, white, s2 1,159 0.0310613 0.1735582 0 1 
pregnant, white, s3 1,160 0.0267241 0.1613456 0 1 
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Table 7f. Summary Statistics for Drug Offenders Included in Regression Specifications that Use “Jail 
Time” as the Dependent Variable. 
Table 7f. 
Summary Statistics: Drug Offenders, Regressions With "Jail time between arrest & imprisonment" as 
dependent variable 
Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev Min Max 





Drug Trafficking 1,246 0.6508828 0.4768825 0 1 
Drug Possession 1,246 0.2865169 0.4523153 0 1 
Other Drug Offense 1,246 0.0626003 0.24234 0 1 
U.S. region 
West 1,245 0.0658635 0.2481429 0 1 
Southwest 1,245 0.1228916 0.3284446 0 1 
Midwest 1,245 0.3236948 0.4680731 0 1 
Northeast 1,245 0.0899598 0.2862392 0 1 




crack 1,246 0.0738363 0.2616093 0 1 
marijuana or hashish 1,246 0.0682183 0.2522214 0 1 
meth 1,246 0.3354735 0.4723453 0 1 
prescription medicine 1,246 0.1444623 0.351699 0 1 
cocaine 1,246 0.1075441 0.3099282 0 1 
heroin 1,246 0.1428571 0.3500676 0 1 
 
combined quantity pills involved in 
offense(s) 
1,246 10.07024 67.55605 0 1000 
combined quantity drugs involved in 
offense(s), in grams 
1,246 705.186 19556.3 0 687388 
nonviolent 1,246 0.8956661 0.3058159 0 1 
year admitted (to prison) 1,234 2014.594 1.859544 1999 2016 
age when admitted (to prison) 1,221 33.94758 9.152382 17 62 
indigent 1,246 0.4325843 0.4956332 0 1 
mentally ill 1,244 0.7001608 0.4583716 0 1 
white 1,246 0.8523274 0.3549175 0 1 
pregnant 1,225 0.044898 0.2071646 0 1 




s1 (serious substance dependency) 1,246 0.7439807 0.4366078 0 1 
s2 (use within 30 days of arrest) 1,246 0.847512 0.3596376 0 1 
s3 (under the influence at the time of arrest) 1,246 0.6926164 0.461595 0 1 
pregnancy * 
substance level 
pregnant, s1 1,233 0.0332522 0.1793673 0 1 
pregnant, s2 1,230 0.0365854 0.1878179 0 1 
pregnant, s3 1,232 0.0300325 0.170746 0 1 
white * 
substance level 
white, s1 1,246 0.6380417 0.4807598 0 1 
white, s2 1,246 0.7199037 0.4492264 0 1 




pregnant, white, s1 1,235 0.0315789 0.1749471 0 1 
pregnant, white, s2 1,234 0.0340357 0.1813943 0 1 
pregnant, white, s3 1,235 0.0291498 0.1682944 0 1 
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Figure 1a. Substance Involvement Rates Among the Samples of All Offenders Included in the Jail 
Time and Sentence Length Regressions 
 
 
Figure 1b. Substance Involvement Rates Among the Samples of Nonviolent Offenders Included in the 
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Figure 1c. Substance Involvement Rates Among the Samples of Drug Offenders Included in the Jail 
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Table 8a. Regression Output for Model Specification S.A.1., Examining Sentence Length Among All 
Offenders, Substance Specification S1 (serious substance dependency). 
Sentence Length (months) Number of obs. = 4,188 R-squared = 0.2314 
Offender Type: All F(126, 4061) = 9.70 Adj R-squared = 0.2075 
Substance Level: S1 Prob > F = 0.0000 k = 126 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Violent 182.7277 323.1227 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property 149.3516 237.0749 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug 142.7329 270.0943 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order 110.359 241.0351 
Region: southwest -327.426*** 68.47018 
Region: midwest -268.7124*** 56.27404 
Region: northeast -52.44323 66.25859 
Region: southeast -350.5947*** 55.25718 
year admitted (to prison) -54.03335*** 4.786243 
mentally ill -34.35084 34.12447 
age when arrested (for current offense) 3.966237** 1.581009 
Jail time applied to sentence 1.899555 1.646129 
log (1+ total money obtained) -2.566296 7.444599 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Rape/Sexual Assault 697.3537** 307.3481 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Robbery -426.4502** 221.5196 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Assault 78.37475 214.6598 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Violent Crime 290.2555 218.4746 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Burglary 34.02362 102.7883 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 50.26574 146.8134 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 40.15679 151.0878 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons -48.99275 182.0883 
Violent Crime Category: Rape -535.2187** 234.0647 
Violent Crime Category: Murder / Manslaughter / Homicide 165.3419 152.782 
Violent Crime Category: Other Violent Offense -248.2101** 116.4875 
months of sentence suspended 0.4997762*** 0.1878394 
indigent 18.62164 30.6895 
white -145.4718 188.4225 
pregnant 52.3033 45.54002 
pregnant and white 24.37934 249.8431 
s1 (serious substance dependency) 89.14974 54.2793 
pregnant and s1 238.3657 268.9382 
s1 and white -83.57078 59.72458 
pregnant and s1 and white -150.167 310.9997 
_constant 108854.3*** 9641.803 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 8b. Regression Output for Model Specification J.A.1., Examining Jail Time Among All 
Offenders, Substance Specification S1 (serious substance dependency). 
Jail Time Between Arrest & Imprisonment 
(Months) 
Number of obs. = 4,542 k = 138 
Offender Type: All F(138, 4403) = 0.71 R-squared = 0.0217 
Substance 
Level: 
S1 Prob > F = 0.9957 Adj R-squared = -0.0089 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Violent -4.359117 16.59792 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property -0.3050719 12.7316 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug -1.765015 14.31293 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order -0.4153792 12.95593 
Region: southwest 0.6031668 3.364291 
Region: midwest 1.288091 2.76127 
Region: northeast -0.1409557 3.232552 
Region: southeast 0.833705 2.66407 
year admitted (to prison) -1.00638*** 0.196527 
mentally ill 2.210243 1.664362 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.1924683** 0.0774672 
log (1+ total money obtained) -0.0038229 0.3543838 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Rape/Sexual Assault -0.2813112 16.67026 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Robbery -0.3983391 10.72901 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Assault 8.630811 10.50767 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Violent Crime 2.344691 10.93022 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Burglary 2.118576 5.126978 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 1.555275 7.413538 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 1.736338 7.669297 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons 2.732056 9.027428 
Violent Crime Category: Rape 5.066965 11.66109 
Violent Crime Category: Murder / Manslaughter / Homicide 3.942359 7.273426 
Violent Crime Category: Other Violent Offense 5.374361 5.574356 
indigent 0.7734096 1.498801 
white -5.538864** 2.205416 
pregnant -9.041402 9.227588 
pregnant and white 3.521951 12.1467 
s1 (serious substance dependency) -5.288046** 2.659559 
pregnant and s1 3.007996 13.43537 
s1 and white 5.694699* 2.919785 
pregnant and s1 and white -0.631772 15.43386 
_constant 2042.871*** 395.66 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 8c. Regression Output for Model Specification S.N.1., Examining Sentence Length Among 
Nonviolent Offenders, Substance Specification S1 (serious substance dependency). 
Sentence Length (months) Number of obs. = 2,335 R-squared = 0.2156 
Offender Type: Nonviolent F(87, 2247) = 7.10 Adj R-squared = 0.1852 
Substance 
Level: 
S1 Prob > F = 0.0000 k = 87 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property -31.3576 72.87461 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug -44.97592 74.66147 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order -101.1852 67.80203 
Region: southwest -14.85357 22.83446 
Region: midwest -20.60282 19.18786 
Region: northeast -34.16619 22.58112 
Region: southeast -30.57957 19.08479 
year admitted (to prison) -17.977*** 2.644672 
mentally ill -2.512672 10.77198 
age when arrested (for current offense) 0.0498044 0.5231728 
Jail time applied to sentence -0.3211627 0.5006298 
log (1+ total money obtained) 0.5271217 1.859217 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Property Crime -34.29182 34.8843 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 33.65894 39.80368 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession -19.32518 41.18646 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons 0.8907722 61.48844 
months of sentence suspended 0.8639853*** 0.05335 
indigent -13.23141 9.914896 
white 7.333865 16.43769 
pregnant -45.49695 83.242 
pregnant and white -48.1169 100.3859 
s1 (serious substance dependency) -22.7008 19.51197 
pregnant and s1 54.1995 107.7329 
s1 and white -10.31884 20.65525 
pregnant and s1 and white 46.67164 121.5317 
_constant 36362.86*** 5326.743 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 8d. Regression Output for Model Specification J.N.1., Examining Jail Time, Among Nonviolent 
Offenders, Substance Specification S1 (serious substance dependency). 
Jail Time Between Arrest & Imprisonment (Months) Number of obs. = 2,534 k = 111 
Offender Type: Nonviolent F(111, 2422) = 2.14 R-squared = 0.0892 
Substance Level: S1 Prob > F = 0.0000 Adj R-squared = 0.0475 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property 2.02373 2.793954 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug -1.434201 2.88473 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order 0.5418004 2.672914 
Region: southwest 0.7919595 0.7955941 
Region: midwest -0.2316151 0.6665446 
Region: northeast 0.2851767 0.7803317 
Region: southeast 1.378755** 0.653607 
year admitted (to prison) -0.1898113** 0.0928014 
mentally ill 0.0431007 0.3789913 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.1312852*** 0.0184856 
log (1+ total money obtained) -0.0168553 0.0641416 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Property Crime -2.117462* 1.120861 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 1.943154 1.379419 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 2.407816* 1.432699 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons -0.8842423 2.076255 
indigent -0.1176291 0.3479959 
white 0.1494768 0.5820038 
pregnant -1.478745 2.903566 
pregnant and white -2.485762 3.468718 
s1 (serious substance dependency) -0.5767242 0.689927 
pregnant and s1 0.0337767 3.830464 
s1 and white -1.849474** 0.7268416 
pregnant and s1 and white 2.608791 4.29204 
_constant 393.1134** 186.7702 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 8e. Regression Output for Model Specification S.D.1., Examining Sentence Length, Among Drug 
Offenders, Substance Specification S1 (serious substance dependency). 
Sentence Length (months) Number of obs. = 1,108 k = 67 
Offender Type: Drug F(67, 1040) = 4.67 R-squared = 0.2314 
Substance Level: S1 Prob > F = 0.0000 Adj R-squared = 0.1819 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Region: southwest -75.66749 46.71776 
Region: midwest -62.44352 41.39652 
Region: northeast -74.44438 51.07996 
Region: southeast -85.14613** 41.72017 
year admitted (to prison) -13.73926** 5.614951 
mentally ill -27.86557 21.07535 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.3021825 1.061127 
Jail time applied to sentence -0.3843214 0.7304302 
amount of pills involved in offense (combined) 0.0612325 0.160732 
amount of drugs (grams) involved in offense (combined) 0.0003731 0.0005823 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Prescription Medication 9.493535 30.96243 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Meth 39.3307 25.74245 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Heroin 6.236466 34.24732 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Crack -9.014835 41.55818 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Cocaine 13.21729 35.55303 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Marijuana / Hashish 1.13824 44.74557 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession -36.5204 30.65644 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Drug Offense -38.76568 51.03253 
months of sentence suspended 0.7689959*** 0.1306853 
indigent -25.21196 19.33957 
pregnant -99.6897 197.6626 
white -14.10168 38.01112 
pregnant and white -33.68119 212.1205 
s1 (serious substance dependency) -35.52922 39.37245 
pregnant and s1 122.695 247.5166 
s1 and white -22.00265 40.78769 
pregnant and s1 and white 10.01682 249.1024 
nonviolent -12.99335 38.06413 
_constant 27920.36** 11311.98 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 8f. Regression Output for Model Specification J.D.1., Examining Jail Time, Among Drug 
Offenders, Substance Specification S1 (serious substance dependency). 
Jail Time Between Arrest & Imprisonment 
(Months) 
Number of obs. = 1,061 k = 86 
Offender Type: Drug F(86, 974) = 1.02 R-squared = 0.0823 
Substance Level: S1 Prob > F = 0.4423 Adj R-squared = 0.0013 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Region: southwest 0.559279 1.472118 
Region: midwest -0.6775633 1.293205 
Region: northeast 0.009511 1.585455 
Region: southeast 0.664619 1.298584 
year admitted (to prison) -0.1103363 0.1628096 
mentally ill 0.4758188 0.6503641 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.1459328*** 0.0332023 
amount of pills involved in offense (combined) -0.0020883 0.0042769 
amount of drugs (grams) involved in offense (combined) 0.00000383 0.000016 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Prescription Medication -0.4690918 0.915514 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Meth -0.6237169 0.7707361 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Heroin 0.2266566 1.04321 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Crack -2.55431** 1.223208 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Cocaine 0.2530366 1.071072 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Marijuana / Hashish -1.019188 1.313387 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 0.5057804 1.048139 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Drug Offense -1.792397 1.757498 
indigent 0.6188809 0.6105012 
pregnant 0.2985824 1.169471 
white -6.259995 5.98676 
pregnant and white 2.49375 6.474908 
s1 (serious substance dependency) 0.8002765 1.217813 
pregnant and s1 -0.5701591 7.490548 
s1 and white -2.660375** 1.26055 
pregnant and s1 and white 2.450915 7.573633 
_constant 234.1409 327.8524 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 9a. Regression Output for Model Specification S.A.2., Examining Sentence Length, Among All 
Offenders, Substance Specification S2 (substance use in the 30 days before arrest). 
Sentence Length (months) Number of obs. = 4,188 R-squared = 0.2308 
Offender Type: All F(126, 4061) = 9.67 Adj R-squared = 0.2070 
Substance Level: S2 Prob > F = 0.0000 k = 126 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Violent 200.161 323.1692 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property 154.7797 237.1173 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug 149.848 270.2748 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order 115.0054 240.984 
Region: southwest -320.0468*** 68.54064 
Region: midwest -266.6824*** 56.28924 
Region: northeast -52.09084 66.36593 
Region: southeast -352.311*** 55.28118 
year admitted (to prison) -54.0658*** 4.791689 
mentally ill -31.22921 34.03118 
age when arrested (for current offense) 4.029906** 1.608023 
Jail time applied to sentence 2.035723 1.646155 
log (1+ total money obtained) -2.611059 7.445442 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Rape/Sexual Assault 700.9056** 307.4806 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Robbery -426.6173* 221.6323 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Assault 77.25307 214.8151 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Violent Crime 290.8124 218.572 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Burglary 37.45043 102.8374 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 51.00557 146.8652 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 41.50935 151.1078 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons -41.75233 181.9858 
Violent Crime Category: Rape -543.8929** 234.219 
Violent Crime Category: Murder / Manslaughter / Homicide 158.1084 152.8046 
Violent Crime Category: Other Violent Offense -260.9695** 116.431 
months of sentence suspended 0.5014029*** 0.1876873 
indigent 19.75939 30.7144 
white -161.0809 204.2544 
pregnant -3.432394 48.2037 
pregnant and white 65.92739 261.4923 
s2 (substance use 30 days prior to arrest) -31.9164 53.18678 
pregnant and s2 215.584 266.3446 
s2 and white 49.2842 57.72902 
pregnant and s2 and white -162.7552 310.2317 
_constant 108957.4*** 9651.78 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 9b. Regression Output for Model Specification J.A.2., Examining Jail Time, Among All 
Offenders, Substance Specification S2 (substance use in the 30 days before arrest). 
Jail Time Between Arrest & Imprisonment 
(Months) 
Number of obs. = 4,542 k = 138 
Offender Type: All 
F(138, 4403) = 
0.74 




Prob > F = 
0.9888 
Adj R-squared = -0.0079 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Violent -4.048533 16.59048 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property -0.4057744 12.7278 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug -2.485324 14.31151 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order -0.7108641 12.95021 
Region: southwest 0.8720133 3.364006 
Region: midwest 1.362593 2.759847 
Region: northeast 0.1742939 3.233806 
Region: southeast 1.050936 2.662811 
year admitted (to prison) -1.012263*** 0.1964936 
mentally ill 1.820625 1.658762 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.160793** 0.078651 
log (1+ total money obtained) 0.0048029 0.3542121 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Rape/Sexual Assault 0.0376869 16.66448 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Robbery -0.7593647 10.72445 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Assault 8.269906 10.50737 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Violent Crime 2.045062 10.92624 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Burglary 1.833467 5.125765 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 1.758358 7.405198 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 1.786933 7.665217 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons 3.179026 9.020185 
Violent Crime Category: Rape 5.438813 11.65424 
Violent Crime Category: Murder / Manslaughter / Homicide 3.90696 7.269436 
Violent Crime Category: Other Violent Offense 5.468553 5.567483 
indigent 0.5480643 1.498556 
white -7.230069 9.940183 
pregnant -7.458207*** 2.33768 
pregnant and white 5.079456 12.69752 
s2 (substance use 30 days prior to arrest) -3.041189 2.581723 
pregnant and s2 0.1326255 13.223 
s2 and white 7.660834*** 2.810182 
pregnant and s2 and white -2.021242 15.31032 
_constant 2053.249*** 395.4981 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 9c. Regression Output for Model Specification S.N.2., Examining Sentence Length, Among 
Nonviolent Offenders, Substance Specification S2 (substance use in the 30 days before arrest). 
Sentence Length (months) Number of obs. = 2,335 R-squared = 0.2145 
Offender Type: Nonviolent F(87, 2247) = 7.05 Adj R-squared = 0.1841 
Substance 
Level: 
S2 Prob > F = 0.0000 k = 87 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property -33.69452 72.93369 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug -46.27349 74.74138 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order -106.6341 67.80256 
Region: southwest -16.1286 22.89753 
Region: midwest -21.93975 19.21411 
Region: northeast -36.84057 22.65879 
Region: southeast -29.4659 19.1104 
year admitted (to prison) -17.82064*** 2.644397 
mentally ill -6.229403 10.69712 
age when arrested (for current offense) 0.1572938 0.5324795 
Jail time applied to sentence -0.3414416 0.5007747 
log (1+ total money obtained) 0.7245529 1.85939 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Property Crime -33.25526 34.92021 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 32.10119 39.8332 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession -21.9069 41.19827 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons 0.2114952 61.49267 
months of sentence suspended 0.8728271*** 0.0531877 
indigent -13.85809 9.914121 
white 18.04075 17.00627 
pregnant -38.35378 117.6024 
pregnant and white -54.37459 126.2856 
s2 (substance use 30 days prior to arrest) 24.7477 19.36933 
pregnant and s2 20.27784 127.0427 
s2 and white -38.86862* 20.11743 
pregnant and s2 and white 79.4713 136.5856 
_constant 36025.57*** 5326.226 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 9d. Regression Output for Model Specification J.N.2., Examining Jail Time, Among Nonviolent 
Offenders, Substance Specification S2 (substance use in the 30 days before arrest). 
Jail Time Between Arrest & Imprisonment 
(Months) 
Number of obs. = 2,534 k = 111 
Offender Type: Nonviolent F(111, 2422) = 1.83 R-squared = 0.0774 
Substance Level: S2 Prob > F = 0.0000 Adj R-squared = 0.0352 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property 2.156859 2.811927 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug -1.434467 2.905034 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order 0.50094 2.689923 
Region: southwest 0.9959123 0.8026856 
Region: midwest -0.2561047 0.6713755 
Region: northeast 0.2950941 0.7876473 
Region: southeast 1.453731** 0.6587823 
year admitted (to prison) -0.2035246** 0.0933722 
mentally ill -0.2618645 0.3787588 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.1132497*** 0.0188931 
log (1+ total money obtained) -0.0097421 0.0645438 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Property Crime -2.038763* 1.128511 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 2.083055 1.386681 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 2.383873* 1.441696 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons -0.8834376 2.08883 
indigent -0.1691133 0.3499914 
white -1.139105* 0.602548 
pregnant 1.180892 3.900232 
pregnant and white -3.879155 4.243489 
s2 (substance use 30 days prior to arrest) 0.0554875 0.6823323 
pregnant and s2 -2.912445 4.330659 
s2 and white 0.1897061 0.7078866 
pregnant and s2 and white 3.921126 4.694516 
_constant 419.7331** 187.9116 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 9e. Regression Output for Model Specification S.D.2., Examining Sentence Length, Among Drug 
Offenders, Substance Specification S2 (substance use in the 30 days before arrest). 
Sentence Length (months) Number of obs. = 1,108 k = 67 
Offender Type: Drug F(67, 1040) = 4.71 R-squared = 0.2326 
Substance Level: S2 Prob > F = 0.0000 Adj R-squared = 0.1832 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Region: southwest -79.41248* 46.65053 
Region: midwest -61.02968 41.38017 
Region: northeast -75.46042 51.00744 
Region: southeast -79.55744* 41.7091 
year admitted (to prison) -13.27662** 5.616364 
mentally ill -34.07757 20.92542 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.1714637 1.067217 
Jail time applied to sentence -0.4973653 0.7283778 
amount of pills involved in offense (combined) 0.0551834 0.1607724 
amount of drugs (grams) involved in offense (combined) 0.0003571 0.0005835 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Prescription Medication 14.44345 31.01697 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Meth 45.57472* 25.86479 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Heroin 5.08075 34.22987 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Crack -6.0211 41.44454 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Cocaine 9.979453 35.54546 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Marijuana / Hashish 1.356419 44.5571 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession -41.12144 30.5328 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Drug Offense -35.01255 51.00253 
months of sentence suspended 0.7725669*** 0.130248 
indigent -24.37703 19.33109 
pregnant -82.97225 243.5317 
white 31.24428 39.23463 
pregnant and white -74.13298 248.4318 
s2 (substance use 30 days prior to arrest) 55.02272 39.88403 
pregnant and s2 49.9511 248.5678 
s2 and white -101.5554*** 39.60394 
pregnant and s2 and white 106.5109 248.7056 
nonviolent -9.316984 38.0075 
_constant 26929.95** 11316.79 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 9f. Regression Output for Model Specification J.D.2., Examining Jail Time, Among Drug 
Offenders, Substance Specification S2 (substance use in the 30 days before arrest). 
 
Jail Time Between Arrest & Imprisonment 
(Months) 
Number of obs. = 1,061 k = 86 
Offender Type: Drug F(86, 974) = 0.92 R-squared = 0.0752 
Substance Level: S2 Prob > F = 0.6799 Adj R-squared = -0.0065 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Region: southwest 0.6925259 1.478769 
Region: midwest -0.8079121 1.297099 
Region: northeast -0.2440088 1.589521 
Region: southeast 0.5587143 1.303722 
year admitted (to prison) -0.0908958 0.1636381 
mentally ill 0.3302185 0.6493656 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.1413518*** 0.033566 
amount of pills involved in offense (combined) -0.001802 0.0042991 
amount of drugs (grams) involved in offense (combined) 0.00000187 0.0000161 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Prescription Medication -0.46952 0.9219088 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Meth -0.6216916 0.7778529 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Heroin 0.2578028 1.04834 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Crack -2.541866 1.228696 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Cocaine 0.2606443 1.07542 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Marijuana / Hashish -1.169969 1.314685 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 0.4107116 1.048295 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Drug Offense -1.768959 1.761758 
indigent 0.6534442 0.6135815 
pregnant -6.788583 7.454032 
white -1.259967 1.199396 
pregnant and white 4.325703 7.628654 
s2 (substance use 30 days prior to arrest) -0.5028741 1.211658 
pregnant and s2 0.6140381 7.642843 
s2 and white -0.0021122 1.194862 
pregnant and s2 and white -0.5257013 7.586435 
_constant 195.7405 329.597 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 10a. Regression Output for Model Specification S.A.3., Examining Sentence Length, Among All 
Offenders, Substance Specification S3 (under the influence at the time of arrest). 
Sentence Length (months) Number of obs. = 4,188 R-squared = 0.2308 
Offender Type: All F(126, 4061) = 9.67 Adj R-squared = 0.2069 
Substance Level: S3 Prob > F = 0.0000 k = 126 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Violent 195.5688 323.3796 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property 154.5282 237.2577 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug 152.2518 270.3449 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order 117.077 241.0633 
Region: southwest -322.5503*** 68.52294 
Region: midwest -266.741*** 56.28694 
Region: northeast -52.49508 66.33094 
Region: southeast -351.7746*** 55.28258 
year admitted (to prison) -54.04862*** 4.788065 
mentally ill -30.2021 34.07712 
age when arrested (for current offense) 3.92979** 1.594556 
Jail time applied to sentence 2.043295 1.646746 
log (1+ total money obtained) -2.7619 7.443974 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Rape/Sexual Assault 699.4394** 307.4492 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Robbery -425.4391* 221.6031 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Assault 78.67182 214.7595 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Violent Crime 293.8862 218.5827 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Burglary 38.80658 102.8887 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 51.18663 146.909 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 42.14743 151.145 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons -43.36043 181.9861 
Violent Crime Category: Rape -542.9693** 234.1846 
Violent Crime Category: Murder / Manslaughter / Homicide 159.2484 152.7683 
Violent Crime Category: Other Violent Offense -259.4705 116.3858 
months of sentence suspended 0.4977025*** 0.1876509 
indigent 19.84353 30.68344 
white -133.8458 172.3492 
pregnant 11.63489 44.0531 
pregnant and white 44.89161 220.6865 
s3 (under the influence when arrested) -27.93949 56.76083 
pregnant and s3 308.9477 301.8626 
s3 and white 31.92849 62.94262 
pregnant and s3 and white -254.3454 334.9378 
_constant 108919.4*** 9645.221 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 10b. Regression Output for Model Specification J.A.3., Examining Jail Time, Among All 
Offenders, Substance Specification S3 (under the influence at the time of arrest). 
Jail Time Between Arrest & Imprisonment (Months) Number of obs. = 4,542 k = 138 
Offender Type: All F(138, 4403) = 0.69 R-squared = 0.0212 
Substance Level: S3 Prob > F = 0.9977 Adj R-squared = -0.0095 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Violent -5.224509 16.60908 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property -0.3200017 12.73998 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug -1.775706 14.31869 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order -0.3852609 12.96089 
Region: southwest 0.4480091 3.366049 
Region: midwest 1.221231 2.761799 
Region: northeast -0.1922673 3.23469 
Region: southeast 0.8925926 2.664493 
year admitted (to prison) -0.9971771*** 0.1964646 
mentally ill 2.248697 1.662208 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.1986126** 0.0780111 
log (1+ total money obtained) -0.0015159 0.3544098 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Rape/Sexual Assault 0.1779094 16.67422 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Robbery 0.1954123 10.73176 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Assault 9.209124 10.51053 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Violent Crime 2.92719 10.93541 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Burglary 2.11707 5.130004 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 1.537629 7.412548 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 1.722042 7.672809 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons 2.555118 9.024151 
Violent Crime Category: Rape 5.13755 11.66386 
Violent Crime Category: Murder / Manslaughter / Homicide 4.161946 7.273298 
Violent Crime Category: Other Violent Offense 5.688248 5.570143 
indigent 0.746327 1.49786 
white -4.282591** 2.13845 
pregnant -8.479867 8.485618 
pregnant and white 3.813645 10.81762 
s3 (under the influence when arrested) -3.740612 2.755962 
pregnant and s3 1.663577 15.17121 
s3 and white 3.154075 3.072655 
pregnant and s3 and white 0.0279811 16.74438 
_constant 2023.754*** 395.5013 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 10c. Regression Output for Model Specification S.N.3., Examining Sentence Length, Among 
Nonviolent Offenders, Substance Specification S3 (under the influence at the time of arrest). 
Sentence Length (months) Number of obs. = 2,335 R-squared = 0.2156 
Offender Type: Nonviolent F(87, 2247) = 7.10 Adj R-squared = 0.1852 
Substance 
Level: 
S3 Prob > F = 0.0000 k = 87 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property -39.42534 72.92308 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug -54.07737 74.7112 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order -113.5806* 67.80911 
Region: southwest -18.95556 22.86053 
Region: midwest -24.12368 19.20017 
Region: northeast -38.68381* 22.6458 
Region: southeast -31.31503 19.09353 
year admitted (to prison) -17.73291*** 2.643377 
mentally ill -5.916458 10.74496 
age when arrested (for current offense) 0.0692599 0.5302332 
Jail time applied to sentence -0.3507478 0.4999879 
log (1+ total money obtained) 0.715121 1.858634 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Property Crime -34.90433 34.90465 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 33.29199 39.80759 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession -21.9834 41.17418 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons 1.777963 61.45841 
months of sentence suspended 0.8754505*** 0.0531552 
indigent -13.49204 9.899781 
white 20.75313 15.6529 
pregnant -14.18505 68.38084 
pregnant and white -35.09754 82.67552 
s3 (under the influence when arrested) 38.54098* 20.26827 
pregnant and s3 6.804598 117.6735 
s3 and white -59.20471*** 21.67427 
pregnant and s3 and white 46.82953 126.6865 
_constant 35860.14*** 5324.423 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 10d. Regression Output for Model Specification J.N.3., Examining Jail Time, Among Nonviolent 
Offenders, Substance Specification S3 (under the influence at the time of arrest). 
Jail Time Between Arrest & Imprisonment 
(Months) 
Number of obs. = 2,534 k = 111 
Offender Type: Nonviolent F(111, 2422) = 1.83 R-squared = 0.0775 
Substance Level: S3 Prob > F = 0.0000 Adj R-squared = 0.0352 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Property 2.143105 2.81375 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Drug -1.456684 2.90481 
Controlling Offense Type (5 Levels): Public Order 0.4486954 2.692556 
Region: southwest 0.9798952 0.8016836 
Region: midwest -0.2878527 0.6712277 
Region: northeast 0.2544528 0.7871818 
Region: southeast 1.429073** 0.6582253 
year admitted (to prison) -0.201313** 0.0934592 
mentally ill -0.2479694 0.3807828 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.1157803*** 0.0188218 
log (1+ total money obtained) -0.010218 0.0645421 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Property Crime -2.087632** 1.128944 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Trafficking 2.08782 1.386951 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 2.375511* 1.442002 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Weapons -0.8928971 2.088317 
indigent -0.1531096 0.3496733 
white -1.052837* 0.5542611 
pregnant -2.131693 2.431376 
pregnant and white -0.6990586 2.911064 
s3 (under the influence when arrested) -0.0907133 0.7198438 
pregnant and s3 4.24711 4.272903 
s3 and white 0.1238169 0.7692266 
pregnant and s3 and white -3.04612 4.573625 
_constant 415.4858** 188.1012 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 10e. Regression Output for Model Specification S.D.3., Examining Sentence Length, Among 
Drug Offenders, Substance Specification S3 (under the influence at the time of arrest). 
Sentence Length (months) Number of obs. = 1,108 k = 67 
Offender Type: Drug F(67, 1040) = 4.79 R-squared = 0.2358 
Substance 
Level: 
S3 Prob > F = 0.0000 Adj R-squared = 0.1865 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
Region: southwest -81.32066* 46.53638 
Region: midwest -64.79826 41.25357 
Region: northeast -81.11247 50.88979 
Region: southeast -83.07215** 41.58946 
year admitted (to prison) -12.97369** 5.60607 
mentally ill -33.42161 21.01894 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.3271428 1.070565 
Jail time applied to sentence -0.5099681 0.7267649 
amount of pills involved in offense (combined) 0.0709234 0.1602456 
amount of drugs (grams) involved in offense (combined) 0.0004286 0.0005808 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Prescription Medication 9.830741 30.86886 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Meth 43.55218* 25.72637 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Heroin 10.42212 34.1607 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Crack -10.1187 41.36843 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Cocaine 3.629901 35.3626 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Marijuana / Hashish 4.409098 44.42245 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession -43.96158 30.44095 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Drug Offense -34.43395 50.9333 
months of sentence suspended 0.7819499*** 0.1297367 
indigent -24.98448 19.29668 
pregnant -17.02575 179.4464 
white 27.83455 35.42733 
pregnant and white -81.81466 199.7702 
s3 (under the influence when arrested) 73.55567* 39.61989 
pregnant and s3 44.20216 319.24 
s3 and white -130.5532*** 41.47293 
pregnant and s3 and white 55.05716 311.5356 
nonviolent -8.043611 38.13523 
_constant 26332.26** 11295.5 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 10f. Regression Output for Model Specification J.D.3., Examining Jail Time, Among Drug 
Offenders, Substance Specification S3 (under the influence at the time of arrest). 
Jail Time Between Arrest & Imprisonment 
(Months) 
Number of obs. = 1,189 k = 87 
Offender Type: Drug F(87, 1101) = 1.11 R-squared = 0.0808 
Substance Level: S3 Prob > F = 0.2315 Adj R-squared = 0.0082 
Variables Coefficient Std. Err. 
nonviolent 2.933941*** 0.98378 
Region: southwest 0.8552534 1.319716 
Region: midwest -0.6835054 1.158966 
Region: northeast -0.0838172 1.420837 
Region: southeast 0.7901882 1.158262 
year admitted (to prison) -0.0910424 0.1524533 
mentally ill 0.3556127 0.5921527 
age when arrested (for current offense) -0.1370478*** 0.0303388 
amount of pills involved in offense (combined) -0.0020343 0.00408 
amount of drugs (grams) involved in offense (combined) 0.0000015 0.0000152 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Prescription Medication -0.3993054 0.8649605 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Meth -0.4277274 0.7161758 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Heroin 0.1599036 0.9698744 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Crack -2.416856** 1.142623 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Cocaine 0.3938727 0.9994982 
Drug(s) involved in offense: Marijuana / Hashish -0.779009 1.213653 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Drug Possession 0.2711115 0.9594259 
Controlling offense Category (13 levels): Other Drug Offense -1.624588 1.605121 
indigent 0.4265815 0.5465195 
pregnant -6.292689 5.200904 
white -0.8873693 0.9898009 
pregnant and white 2.287767 5.710521 
s3 (under the influence when arrested) -0.1192418 1.106228 
pregnant and s3 3.983534 9.182297 
s3 and white -0.4421444 1.158129 
pregnant and s3 and white -1.680326 8.978394 
_constant 192.4712 307.1428 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 11a. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.A.0., All Offenders, 

























S Coefficient Std. Err. 
white 22.70976 41.74034 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -64.09685 160.539 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 8.027977 192.5643 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance 154.1668 283.8838 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 136.9295 575.3096 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -2.083761 93.42364 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
-104.5271 603.6526 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 22.710 -64.097 -33.359 154.167 174.793 226.100 151.126 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
 
Table 11b. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.N.0., Nonviolent 

























S Coefficient Std. Err. 
white -3.305251 16.58362 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -7.01416 68.23321 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 16.94633 77.54704 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -47.44518 78.58587 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance -29.23307 149.8531 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white 0.763242 26.86152 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
-16.36598 159.2636 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 -3.305 -7.014 6.627 -47.445 -49.987 -83.692 -85.654 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 12a. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.A.1., All Offenders, 

























S1 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white 52.3033 45.54002 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -145.4718 188.4225 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 24.37934 249.8431 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance 89.14974 54.2793 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 238.3657 268.9382 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -83.57078 59.72458 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance white -150.167 310.9997 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender descriptions 0 52.303 -145.472 -68.789 89.150 57.882 182.044 24.989 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
Table 12b. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.N.1., Nonviolent 

























S1 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white 7.333865 16.43769 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -45.49695 83.242 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white -48.1169 100.3859 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -22.7008 19.51197 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 54.1995 107.7329 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -10.31884 20.65525 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance white 46.67164 121.5317 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender descriptions 0 7.334 -45.497 -86.280 -22.701 -25.686 -13.998 -18.429 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 12c. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.D.1., Drug 

























S1 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white -14.10168 38.01112 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -99.6897 197.6626 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white -33.68119 212.1205 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -35.52922 39.37245 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 122.695 247.5166 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -22.00265 40.78769 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance white 10.01682 249.1024 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender descriptions 0 -14.102 -99.690 -147.473 -35.529 -71.634 -12.524 -72.293 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
 
Table 13a. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.A.2., All Offenders, 

























S2 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white -3.432394 48.2037 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -161.0809 204.2544 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 65.92739 261.4923 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -31.9164 53.18678 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 215.584 266.3446 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white 49.2842 57.72902 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance white -162.7552 310.2317 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender descriptions 0 -3.432 -161.081 -98.586 -31.916 13.935 22.587 -28.389 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 13b. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.N.2., Nonviolent 

























S2 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white 18.04075 17.00627 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -38.35378 117.6024 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white -54.37459 126.2856 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance 24.7477 19.36933 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 20.27784 127.0427 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -38.86862* 20.11743 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance white 79.4713 136.5856 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender descriptions 0 18.041 -38.354 -74.688 24.748 3.920 6.672 10.941 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
Table 13c. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.D.2., Drug 

























S2 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white 31.24428 39.23463 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -82.97225 243.5317 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white -74.13298 248.4318 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance 55.02272 39.88403 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 49.9511 248.5678 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -101.5554** 39.60394 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance white 106.5109 248.7056 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender descriptions 0 31.244 -82.972 -125.861 55.023 -15.288 22.002 -15.932 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 14a. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.A.3., All Offenders, 

























S3 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white 11.63489 44.0531 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -133.8458 172.3492 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 44.89161 220.6865 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -27.93949 56.76083 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 308.9477 301.8626 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white 31.92849 62.94262 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance white -254.3454 334.9378 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender descriptions 0 11.635 -133.846 -77.319 -27.940 15.624 147.162 -18.728 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
Table 14b. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.N.3., Nonviolent 


























S3 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white 20.75313 15.6529 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -14.18505 68.38084 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white -35.09754 82.67552 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance 38.54098* 20.26827 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 6.804598 117.6735 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -59.20471*** 21.67427 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance white 46.82953 126.6865 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender descriptions 0 20.753 -14.185 -28.530 38.541* 0.089 31.161 4.441 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 14c. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification S.D.3., Drug 


























S3 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white 27.83455 35.42733 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -17.02575 179.4464 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white -81.81466 199.7702 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance 73.55567* 39.61989 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 44.20216 319.24 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -130.5532*** 41.47293 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
55.05716 311.5356 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 27.835 -17.026 -71.006 73.556* -29.163 100.732 -28.744 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
Table 15a. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.A.0., All Offenders, 

























S Coefficient Std. Err. 
white -4.022393** 2.025346 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -7.893376 7.925039 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 4.073591 9.468006 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -5.183311 14.96812 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant 
substance 
0.6131129 29.22939 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white 3.429749 4.568655 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant 
substance white 
0.3025467 30.52131 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 -4.022** -7.893 -7.842 -5.183 -5.776 -12.464 -8.680 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 15b. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.N.0., Nonviolent 




























white -1.20638** 0.5877 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -0.0226468 2.4172 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white -2.172254 2.7383 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -1.918705 3.0331 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance -5.747258 5.4579 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white 0.5198725 0.9472 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant 
substance white 
6.291175 5.7664 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 -1.206** -0.023 -3.401** -1.919 -2.605 -7.689 -4.256 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
Table 16a. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.A.1., All Offenders, 




























white -5.538864** 2.20542 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -9.041402 9.2276 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 3.521951 12.147 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -5.288046** 2.6596 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 3.007996 13.4354 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white 5.694699* 2.91979 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
-0.631772 15.4339 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 -5.540** -9.041 -11.058 -5.288** -5.132 -11.322 -8.275 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 16b. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.N.1., Nonviolent 
Offenders, Jail Time, Substance Specification “S1” (serious substance dependency). 
Outcome: Jail time 
Regression 
Output 























white 0.1494768 0.5820 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -1.478745 2.9036 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white -2.485762 3.4687 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -0.5767242 0.6899 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 




0.7268 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
2.608791 4.2920 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 0.150 -1.479 -3.815* -0.577 -2.277*** -2.022 -1.749*** 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
Table 16c. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.D.1., Drug 

























S1 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white 0.2985824 1.1695 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -6.259995 5.987 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 2.49375 6.4749 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance 0.8002765 1.2178 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance -0.5701591 7.4905 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -2.660375** 1.2606 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
2.450915 7.5736 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 0.299 -6.260 -3.468 0.800 -1.562 -6.030 -3.447* 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 17a. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.A.2., All Offenders, 

























S2 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white -7.458207*** 2.3377 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -7.230069 9.94018 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 5.079456 12.6975 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -3.041189 2.58172 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant 
substance 
0.1326255 13.223 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white 7.660834*** 2.81018 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant 
substance white 
-2.021242 15.3103 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 -7.458*** -7.230 -9.609 -3.041 -2.839 -10.139 -6.878 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
Table 17b. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.N.2., Nonviolent 
Offenders, Jail Time, Substance Specification “S2” (drug use 30 days prior to arrest). 
Outcome: Jail time 
Regression Output 




















S2 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white -1.1391* 0.6026 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant 1.1809 3.9002 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white -3.8792 4.2435 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance 0.0555 0.6823 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance -2.9124 4.3307 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white 0.1897 0.7079 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
3.9211 4.6945 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for 
offender descriptions 
0 -1.139* 1.181 -3.837* 0.056 -0.894 -1.676 -2.584** 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 17c. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.D.2., Drug 
Offenders, Jail Time, Substance Specification “S2” (drug use 30 days prior to arrest). 
Outcome: Jail time 
Regression Output 




















S2 Coefficient Std. Err. 
white -1.2600 1.1994 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -6.7886 7.4540 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 4.3257 7.6287 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -0.5029 1.2117 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 0.6140 7.6428 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -0.0021 1.1949 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
-0.5257 7.5864 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 -1.260 -6.789 -3.723 -0.503 -1.765 -6.677 -4.14** 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
Table 18a. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.A.3., All Offenders, 
Jail Time, Substance Specification “S3” (under the influence at the time of arrest). 
Outcome: Jail time 
Regression Output 























white -4.2826** 2.1385 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -8.4799 8.4856 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 3.8136 10.8176 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -3.7406 2.7560 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 1.6636 15.1712 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white 3.1541 3.0727 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
0.0280 16.7444 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 -4.283** -8.479 -8.949 -3.741 -4.869 -10.557 -7.844 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 18b. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.N.3., Nonviolent 
Offenders, Jail Time, Substance Specification “S3” (under the influence at the time of arrest). 
Outcome: Jail time 
Regression 
Output 
























white -1.0528* 0.554 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -2.1317 2.431 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white -0.6991 2.911 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -0.0907 0.720 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 4.2471 4.273 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white 0.1238 0.769 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
-3.0461 4.574 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 0 -1.053* -2.132 -3.884** -0.091 -1.02* 2.025 -2.649** 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
Table 18c. Coefficients, Sums, and Significance for Regression Specification J.D.3., Drug 
Offenders, Jail Time, Substance Specification “S3” (under the influence at the time of arrest). 
Outcome: Jail time 
Regression 
Output 























white -0.8874 0.9898 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
pregnant -6.2927 5.2009 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
pregnant white 2.2878 5.7105 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
substance -0.1192 1.1062 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 
pregnant substance 3.9835 9.1823 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
substance white -0.4421 1.1581 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
pregnant substance 
white 
-1.6803 8.9784 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
∑(𝜷 𝖷 dummy variables) for offender 
descriptions 
0 -0.887 -6.293 -4.892* -0.119 -1.449 -2.428 -3.151* 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 19a. Summed Coefficients & Significance for Variables Relating to Race, Pregnancy, 
Substance Involvement, and Their Interactions in Sentence Length Regressions 
Offender 
Description 
Sentence Length (Months): Summed coefficients & significance 
All Offenders Nonviolent Offenders Drug Offenders 
S S1 S2 S3 S S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 
white 22.71 52.30 -3.43 11.63 -3.31 7.33 18.04 20.75 -14.10 31.24 27.83 
pregnant Black -64.10 -145.47 -161.08 -133.85 -7.01 -45.50 -38.35 -14.19 -99.69 -82.97 -17.03 
pregnant white -33.36 -68.79 -98.59 -77.32 6.63 -86.28 -74.69 -28.53 -147.47 -125.86 -71.01 
substance 
Black 
154.17 89.15 -31.92 -27.94 -47.45 -22.70 24.75 38.54* -35.53 55.02 73.56* 




227.00 182.04 22.59 147.16 -83.69 -14.00 6.67 31.16 -12.52 22.00 100.73 
pregnant 
substance white 
151.13 24.99 -28.39 -18.73 -85.65 -18.43 10.94 4.44 -72.29 -15.93 -28.74 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
Table 19b. Summed Coefficients & Significance for Variables Relating to Race, Pregnancy, 
Substance Involvement, and Their Interactions in Jail Time Regressions 
Offender 
Description 
Months in Jail Between Arrest and Imprisonment: Summed coefficients & 
significance 
All Offenders Nonviolent Offenders Drug Offenders 
S S1 S2 S3 S S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 
white -4.02** -5.54** -7.46*** -4.28** -1.21** 0.15 -1.14* -1.053* 0.30 -1.26 -0.89 
pregnant Black -7.89 -9.04 -7.23 -8.48 -0.02 -1.4787 1.18 -2.13 -6.26 -6.79 -6.29 
pregnant white -7.84 -11.06 -9.61 -8.95 -3.40** -3.8150* -3.88* -3.88** -3.47 -3.72 -4.89* 
substance Black -5.18 -5.29** -3.04 -3.74 -1.92 -0.5767 0.06 -0.09 0.80 -0.50 -0.12 
substance white -5.78 -5.13 -2.84 -4.87 -2.61 -2.2767*** -0.89 -1.02* -1.56 -1.77 -1.45 
pregnant 
substance Black 
-12.46 -11.32 -10.14 -10.56 -7.69 -2.02 -1.68 2.02 -6.03 -6.68 -2.43 
pregnant 
substance white 
-8.68 -8.28 -6.88 -7.84 -4.26 -1.75*** -2.58** -2.65** -3.45* -4.14** -3.15* 
(* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 20a. Sentencing Regression Coefficient Sum Comparisons & Hypothesized Differences. 




All Offenders Nonviolent Offenders Drug Offenders 
S S1 S2 S3 S S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 
(pregnant Black) - (pregnant 
white) 
(+) -30.74 -76.68 -62.49 -56.53 -13.64 40.78 36.33 14.34 47.78 42.89 53.98 
(pregnant Black)- (Black) (-) -64.10 -145.47 -161.08 -133.85 -7.01 -45.50 -38.35 -14.19 -99.69 -82.97 -17.03 
(pregnant white) - (white) (-) -56.07 -121.09 -95.15 -88.95 9.93 -93.61 -92.73 -49.28 -133.37 -157.11 -98.84 
(pregnant white substance) - 
(pregnant white) 
(+) 184.49 93.78 70.20 58.59 -92.28 67.85 85.63 32.97 75.18 109.93 42.26 
(pregnant Black substance) - 
(pregnant Black) 
(+) 291.10 327.52 183.67 281.01 -76.68 31.50 45.03 45.35 87.17 104.97 117.76 
(pregnant Black substance) - 
(pregnant white substance) 
(+) 75.87 157.06 50.98 165.89 1.96 4.43 -4.27 26.72 59.77 37.93 129.48 
(Black substance) - (white 
substance) 
(+) -20.63 31.27 -45.85 -43.56 2.54 2.98 20.83 38.45** 36.10 70.31** 102.72*** 
(pregnant Black substance) - 
(Black substance) 
(+) 72.83 92.89 54.50 175.10 -36.25 8.70 -18.08 -7.38 23.01 -33.02 27.18 
(pregnant white substance) - 
(white substance) 
(-) -23.67 -32.89 -42.32 -34.35 -35.67 7.26 7.02 4.35 -0.66 -0.64 0.42 
(pregnant white substance) - 
(white) 
(-) 128.42 -27.31 -24.96 -30.36 -82.35 -25.76 -7.10 -16.31 -58.19 -47.18 -56.58 
(pregnant Black substance) - 
(Black) 
(+) 227.00 182.04 22.59 147.16 -83.69 -14.00 6.67 31.16 -12.52 22.00 100.73 
(white substance) - (white) (+) 152.08 5.58 17.37 3.99 -46.68 -33.02*** -14.12 -20.66* -57.53** -46.53 -57.00** 
(Black substance) - (Black) (+) 154.17 89.15 -31.92 -27.94 -47.45 -22.70 24.75 38.54* -35.53 55.02 73.56* 
* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
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Table 20b. Jail Time Regression Coefficient Sum Comparisons & Hypothesized Differences. 




All Offenders Nonviolent Offenders Drug Offenders 
S S1 S2 S3 S S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 
(pregnant Black) - 
(pregnant white) 
(+) -0.05 2.02 2.38 0.47 3.38 2.34 5.02 1.75 -2.79 -3.07 -1.40 
(pregnant Black)- (Black) (-) -7.89 -9.04 -7.23 -8.48 -0.02 -1.48 1.18 -2.13 -6.26 -6.79 -6.29 
(pregnant white) - (white) (-) -3.82 -5.52 -2.15 -4.67 -2.19* -3.96* -2.70 -2.83 -3.77 -2.46 -4.00 
(pregnant white substance) 
- (pregnant white) 
(+) -0.84 2.78 2.73 1.11 -0.85 2.07 1.25 1.23 0.02 -0.42 1.74 
(pregnant Black substance) 
- (pregnant Black) 
(+) -4.57 -2.28 -2.91 -2.08 -7.67 -0.54 -2.86 4.16 0.23 0.11 3.86 
(pregnant Black substance) 
- (pregnant white 
substance) 
(+) -3.78 -3.05 -3.26 -2.71 -3.43 -0.27 0.91 4.67 -2.58 -2.54 0.72 
(Black substance) - (white 
substance) 
(+) 0.59 -0.16 -0.20 1.13 0.69 1.7*** 0.95 0.93 2.36** 1.26 1.33 
(pregnant Black substance) 
- (Black substance) 
(+) -7.28 -6.03 -7.10 -6.82 -5.77 -1.45 -1.73 2.12 -6.83 -6.17 -2.31 
(pregnant white substance) 
- (white substance) 
(-) -2.90 -3.14 -4.04 -2.97 -1.65 0.53 -1.69 -1.63 -1.89 -2.37 -1.70 
(pregnant white substance) 
- (white) 
(-) -4.66 -2.74 0.58 -3.56 -3.05 -1.90*** -1.44 -1.60 -3.75** -2.88 -2.26 
(pregnant Black substance) 
- (Black) 
(+) -12.46 -11.32 -10.14 -10.56 -7.69 -2.02 -1.68 2.02 -6.03 -6.68 -2.43 
(white substance) - (white) (+) -1.75 0.41 4.62** -0.59 -1.40 -2.43*** 0.25 0.03 -1.86** -0.51 -0.56 
(Black substance) - (Black) (+) -5.18 -5.29** -3.04 -3.74 -1.92 -0.58 0.06 -0.09 0.80 -0.50 -0.12 
* = significant at the 10% level ; ** = significant at the 5% level; ***= significant at the 1% level). 
 
Figure 2. Key for visual markers in Figures 2a.-3i. 
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Figure 2a. Sentence Length Coefficient Sum Comparisons, All Offenders, S1 Specification 
 
 
Figure 2b. Sentence Length Coefficient Sum Comparisons, All Offenders, S2 Specification 
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Figure 2c. Sentence Length Coefficient Sum Comparisons, All Offenders, S3 Specification 
 
 
Figure 2d. Sentence Length Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Nonviolent Offenders, S1 Specification 
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Figure 2e. Sentence Length Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Nonviolent Offenders, S2 Specification 
 
 
Figure 2f. Sentence Length Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Nonviolent Offenders, S3 Specification 
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Figure 2g. Sentence Length Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Drug Offenders, S1 Specification 
 
 
Figure 2h. Sentence Length Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Drug Offenders, S2 Specification 
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Figure 2i. Sentence Length Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Drug Offenders, S3 Specification 
 
 
Figure 3a. Jail Time Coefficient Sum Comparisons, All Offenders, S1 Specification 
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Figure 3b. Jail Time Coefficient Sum Comparisons, All Offenders, S2 Specification 
 
 
Figure 3c. Jail Time Coefficient Sum Comparisons, All Offenders, S3 Specification 
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Figure 3d. Jail Time Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Nonviolent Offenders, S1 Specification 
 
 
Figure 3e. Jail Time Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Nonviolent Offenders, S2 Specification 
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Figure 3f. Jail Time Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Nonviolent Offenders, S3 Specification 
 
 
Figure 3g. Jail Time Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Drug Offenders, S1 Specification 
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Figure 3h. Jail Time Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Drug Offenders, S2 Specification 
 
 
Figure 3i. Jail Time Coefficient Sum Comparisons, Drug Offenders, S3 Specification 
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Table 21a. Average Summed Coefficient Rankings from Sentencing and Jail Time Regressions, 
Substance Level Specifications S1-S3. 
 
 
Table 21b. Average Summed Coefficient Rankings from Sentence Length Regressions, Substance 
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Table 21c. Average Summed Coefficient Rankings from Jail Time Regressions, Substance Level 
Specifications S1-S3. 
 
 
